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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

P.O. Box 1320 ‘ HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06101
AREA CODE 203 566-3913

February, 1973

To the Reader:

The 1972 General Assembly passed Public Act 194 which directed the
Commission for Higher Education to develop a Master Plan for Higher Educa-
tion in Connecticut by January 1974. |In response, the Commission determined
a structure designed to insure broadiy based participation in the develcpment
of the plan. An overview of that structure is contained in the feliowing
document.

One of the most important elements of fthe Master Plan structure is the
Resource Groups. Since September 1972, these groups, made.up of over two
hundred perscons, have addressed themselves to mojor topics for the Master
Plan. The reports of these groups have been made avaiiable to public bosrds
of higher education with the request that the reports be disseminated tc
the chief executives and to the chief librarians of each institution and tna+
the broadest discussion possible of the rescurce groups' topics be encouraged
among faculty, students and interested greups. |In addition, copies ere beino
made available through public libraries and to organizaticns and governmental
agencies which might be interested. Because the supply of the reports is

limited, any interested individuals are permitted to repro“uce any or a!l
reports. -

This report is one of eight Resource Gtoup Reports. |t chould be’
recognized that the topics assigned to the Resource Groups are not muiually
exclusive. Therefore, the reader is encouraged to read all eight reporis.

The Commission for Higher Education is most grateful to the many
Individuals who gave freely of their time and energies serving on Resource
Groups. The excellent groundwork they have provided in their rcports will
factlitate the deliberations of additiona! groups and individuals as the
process of the Mcster Plan development continues.

(a)
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INTRODUCT ION

The following report has been prepared by the Resource Group for con-
stderation by the Commission for Higher Education as It develops a Master
Plan for higher education in Connecticut. To insure clear understanding-

of this report a number of points should be emphasized:

e The findings and recommendations are the considered judgment
of the Individual Resource Group. They do not necessarily
represent an opinion or position of the Commission for Higher
Education or any other group such as the ManagemenT/Policy or

Review and Evaluation Group.

¢ This report is one of eight reports. The Resource Group reports,
as a whole, are position papers for consideration in the develop-
ment of the Master Plan., They shoula not be construed as con-
s+i+u+fng a first dréff of the Master Plan. Subsequent to further
discussion and comment, the recommendations made in reports may

be retained, revised, or deleted in the Master Plan.

] The‘recommendGTions of the group may cdnf[lc+ with recommendations
made by other groups. The reconciliation of conflicting recommen-
datlons will be considered In the process of déveloping a draft

Master Plén.

® The development of a MasTer Plan Is a dynamic process reguiring
continuing input from many’sources.‘ Although the Resoﬁrce Group
reports provide an important source of judgmenfs.abou+ the elements
of the plan, éddifional reaction, comment, and thought Is required

IERJ!:‘ befOfe an FnITIaI draft of the Master Plan can be completed.




All questions and comments concerning this report should be
addressed to Master Plan Staff Associates, c/o The Commission for

Higher tducatlion, P. O. 3ox 1320, Hartford, Connecticut 06101.




PROCESS OF THE MASTER PLAN

Groups Involved Ih the Master Plan

Iv.

Commission for Higher Education: The State's coordinating agency for
higher education was requested by the General Assembly (P.A. 194, [972)
to develop, in cooperation with the boards of trustees of The constit-
uent units of the public system, a Master Plan for Higher Education In
Connecticut. The plan Is to be complefedvand szmiTTed to the General

Assembly by January, 1974,

Management/Pol icy Groups: A steering committee fof *the Master Plan pro-
cess; membershipkconsisfs of the chairmen of the boards of trustees for
the constituent units, and the presidenf of the Connecticut Conference
of Independent Colleges. liaison representation from the Governor's

office and from the General Assembly are also represented.

Resource Groups: These groups are charged with developing position pa-

pers on specific topics for utllization in the development of a Master

Plan. Membership Is proportionately balanced between the higher educa-

~ tlon community and non-academics to Insure that a broad spectrum of view-

points be represented in group deliberations. Each group was assigned
specific questions by the Management/Policy Group. In addition, each

group was encouraged to address any other questions as it saw fit.

Review and Evaluation Group: A group invited to review, evaluate, and

make comments on the Resource Group reports and successive drafts of
the Master Plan.. Ten members represent a wide spectrum of The state's
business and public interest actlvity and three ex-officio members are

from state government.



Vi.

VIt.

Master Plan Staff Assoclates: Each of the constituent upITs of the

publlc system and the Connecticut Conference of independent Col leges
have provided staff support for the Master Plan project. The sTaff'.
associates serve a dual function: (1) each staff assoclate provided
staff asslstance to a Fasource Group and, subsequently, (2) the s+aff
assoclates will, in collaboration with the Commisslion sfaff,'prepare

the draft of the Master Plan.

Constituent Unit Boards of Trustees, including Faculty, Students and

Administration: All boards of trustees of the higher education system
are asked to review ¢arefully the Resource Group reports and the Master
Plan drafts to follow. It Is expected that each institution will en-

courage the fullest possible discussion among faculty, students, and

admlnistrators.

The Public: In addition to the higher education constituencies noted

above, a vital Input to the Master Plan Is fhe parficipaTIon of all
who are Interested, including: Individuais In Industry, labor, minorif
ties, professionals -~ In short, all organizations and indiviaﬁals lnjufw
terested in higher education. Comments are invited at any sTage of the
development of the Mas+ar Plan. However, for consideration for the
Initial draft of the Master Plan, comments must be recelved by‘April

1973 and In the final draft of the Master Plan ty September 1973.



AN OUTLINE OF ACTIVITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN

rnatlivity

I. CHE requests staff assistance from cons%ifuenf units 6/72

2. CHE appoints Management/Po!icy Group

3. Management/Policy Group:
a. ldentifles elements of Master Plan
b. Develops queries to be addressed

'\_‘d c. Appoints Resource Groups

4. CHE holds'Colloquium Orientation meeting

5. CHE appoint Review and Evaluation Group

6. CHE approves interim report for transm{ttal to Governor C12/72

7. Resource Groups complete and transmit papers to Management/
Policy Group

8. Management/Policy Group distributes Resource Group reports to
Constituen® units, Review and Evaluation Group, and other in-
terested groups and individuals

9. Comments on Resource Group reports zre submitted by Review and
Evaiuation Group, constituent units, and other interested in-
dividuals and groups

0. Initizl Draft of Master Plan Is prepared and distributed to
constituent units and Review and Evaluation Group

1. Initial reactions are recsived and Draf+ of Maéfer Plannls
amended ' -

2. CHE sponsors public presentation of amended Draft of Master Plan
and solicits comments from all .groups and individuals who are
interested

13, Comments reviewed and evaluated and final draft prepared
4. Management/Policy Group receives final comments on final Draft
of Master P!an from constituent units and Review and Evaluation

Group, reporTs To CHE-

I5. CHE approves final draft of Master Plan and transmits it to 12/73
~the Governor and Genera! Assembly ,
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CONNECTICUT 84ANK BUILOING
ONE CTONSTITUTION PLAZA
HARTFORO, CONNECTICUT 0OG115

EDWIN L. CALDWELL Vice Presipent anG EconeminT

February 15, 1973

Mr. Donald H. McGannon o
Chairman, Commission for Higher Education
c¢/o Westinghouse Electric Corporation

90 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10016

Dear Mr. McGannon:

On behalf bf,Resource Group VIII - Finance of
the Master Plan for Higher Education, I submit to
you the attached report. We were happy to parti-
cipate in this important effort of the Commission
and hope that our report contributes positively to
it.

The members of the Resource Group have given
generously of their time and effort in recent

" months, and are prepared to convene again if needed
as the development of the Plan progresses. ‘
Sincerely yours,
‘ 2£;¥9u;v,;7? CEiAﬂdQJolL,/’

Edwin L. Caldwell

ELC:sg'
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FOREWORD

Conventionzl wisdom instructs us to give a job to busy
pedple if-ybu want it done properly. | am happy to testify
to the truth of this proposi%ion. We gave fwenty-one Very
busy people the job ot anélyzing the financial structure of
higher education in Connecticut and making recommendations
for its further development over The;nexf five years. |
think the following report will demonstrate that they were
- both diligent andleffecfive in handling the task. | want
to thank THem for their cénfrlbﬁf!on.

The effectiveness of any committee can usually be
improved & great deal by good staff work. The Resource
Group on Finance was forTuhaTe to have the brilliant ser-
vices of Brian H. Burke, Staff Associate of the Commission
fof Higher Education. His_iﬁifiéfive, Technjcal expertise,
and hard work were’indispensable to Thé Groub. We warmly

thank him for going the exTré mile.

Edwin L. Caldwell, Chairman
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VIIlI. FINANGE: Fiscal Support and Resource Allocation

'EXCERPTS OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

**Denotes Recommendation

Operating Expenditures

I. Projec+ions of ftotal state spending and spending of the four cénsTiT—
uent units of public higﬁer education, excluding the University.
Health Cenier, reveal that wver —ine planning period the cdnfinuafion
of current expenditures pes student in dollars of constant pufchasing
power, plus the restoratian of spending for such things ésvmainienance

and support which have had to be deferred in recent years, can be ac-

complistied with a portien of the state budget no: larger than that in

1972-73.

Factors having the greatest g@fgnﬁfal of imtreasing budget needs are:
..Collective bargaining |
.lncreases in part-time student enrcliment
.Inifitation of‘programs with: low studemt-staff ratios
..Student financial assistance h
Fac&ors>h3ving greztest potential <to reduce-budget needs are:
. .Degree options which reduce <ie required amount of formalized
and supetiised learning
...Avoidance of.brogram.duplica#ion, course proliferation and
other arrangements which cause small classes where they are

not required pedagogically

~Tuition, Fees, and Other Rewenue

2. The feceral Higher Education Amendmemis of 1972 motwithstanding, the

fedizral contribution to institutional budgets w¥?'l ®n the average be a




Tuition, Fzes, and Other Revenue (cont.)

*%3

constant or declining sourcebof vevenue in the early years of the
planning period. The funding of.Thdsefprovisions in later years is
conjectural.

I't is recommended that the Chancellor of Higher Education keep the
institutions of higher education in Connecticut continually apprised

of possible future funding from federal scurces.

Even though enrol ments are declining-a+ the primary and secondary
level shifts of resources from these areas to higher education will

not take place in the planning period. /

Tuition is a likely source of increased state and/or institutional
revenue in the first planning period, and the increase it will provide
to the state General Fund exceeds the potential cost of adequate, state-

funded ‘'student financial assistance.

The yearly expenses for full-time Connectizut residen+5'+0<affend public
institutions of higher education in Connecticut (from $1600 at a Com-

munity College to more than $2500 at the University) represents a con-

-siderable sacrifice for the average Connecticut student and his family,

and include tuition and required fees at the State Col lege and Univer-
sity level considerably higher than the median of similar institutions

of other states.

Using required ztudent fees (not tuition) at the University of Connect-
icut for illustrative purposes: The fee increases approved.for fall
1973 and Springil975 could be avoided if current and anticipated in-
stitutional bond obligations were refinanced on thlrty year amortization

schedules rather than the current twenty year schedules; and a fee



Tuition, Fees, and C. - onue (cont.)

reduction could be reaiized if the University-could <3mit tuition for
~ a number of its needy students rather than provide oi¥-setting scholar-

ships from existing fees.

**é. It is recommended:

a. that tuition charges at public institutions be graduated
accurding to level of instruction, i. e., lowest at the
lower division and highest at the graduate level, and
that such fuition policy be accompanied by a program of
incentive grants, based upon family income, for Connect |-
cut students in public and private institutions in the
state, and +ha+ fhis program be financed~from tThe state
General| Fund, and that this plan involve institutional

administration of the grants.

b. that any fundamental change in tuition charges be phased

into over a three year period.

¥*¥9, It is recommended that the current State Scholarship Program be ex-
panded to be able to provide a number of awards equaling 10% of the
high school graduates of a given year.

- ¥%¥)0, It is recommended that thirty year amortization of bonds financed by

institutional fund sources be seriously considered by fiscal author-

ities.

" Capital Budgets

Il1. The state pattern of capital spending is essentially unplanned, not
coordinated with operating budget preparation, and bears little or no

relationship with legislative authorization.

-3



Capital Budgets (ccnt.)

2. While there are certain definite capital needs at many institutions,
a general increase in capacity of the total higher education plant

in Connecticut is not needed.

*%|3, It is recommended that a time plan be settled upon in the current year
to allow capital spending to proceed on a scheduled, continuous basis
for those projects which are already plahned and which the institutions
can justify to the most essential fof'fheir particular purposés; and
that lowest priority be given fo those capital proposals whose princi-

~pal effect is to make the system of higher education mére extensivé and
whose existence must be justified on signfficahf, overall, state-wide

enrol Iment increases.

Budgetary Procedures and Expenditure Controls

‘14, The existing calendar for operating budgéf,approval thwarts rather than
promotes responsive, flexibie; and efficient institutional decision

making.

I5. The current policies by the Department of Finance and Control of pre-audit
controls of day-to-day institutional spending interfere with educational
decisions and prevent the development of management competence at the

inéfifufional level.

16. In the light of the purely incremenfal budget regulations of recent years,
the targets of the budget allocation formula of the Commission for
Higher Education (the SCHLDE formula) have been reduced to mere pos+
budget indices.

17. The SCHLDEvbudgef technique is a very useful tool for allocating budget

recommendations among units, but its current application is not

ERIC ' -4




Budgetary Procedures and Expenditure Controls (cont.)

**|8.

*%|9,

*%20.

**21.

sufficiently sensitive to program cost differences.

It is recommended that public institutions of higher education be
allowed to make employment commitments, without prior approval, for
a portion of the new positions included in the Commission for Higher
Education budget recommendations for the subsequent fiscal year so
that they may participate in professional labor markets at optimal

times of the year.

[t is recommended that the Governor provide broad spend|ng guidelines
to the constituent units of publlc higher education, to be moanored
and controlled by the boards of trustees and the admlnlsfraflve of-
ficers of each unit, and that existing pre-audit controls of daily

institutional decisions be discontinued.

It is recommended that to improve budget planning, accountability,

and to enhance mutual understanding of administrative decisions, the
development of a management information system proceed as rapidly as
possible, and that the resources meeded for its development be pro-

vided as an appropriation to. the Commission for Higher Education,

It is recommended that the procedures and formulas for allocation of

- funds emong constituent units be modified to include” program cost

di fferences.

The Independent lInstitutions

22.

Since there is neither significant overall enrollment expansion anti-

cipated nor wide-spread excess capacity in the private college sector,

.and because of the existence of Special Act 53 and Public Act 140 of



The Independent Institutions (cont.)

*%23.

the state statutes, no new public programs to channel students into

the independenT col leges need be devised.

It is recommended that pilot contracts under Public Act 140 be funded
and commenced as soon as possible in order fo create the flexibility
and preparedness needed to utilize the resources of the independent
insTiTuTionsrwhenever the long un fnTeresTa of state can be better

served by so doing.



INTRODUCT | ON




INTRODUCT ION

The report of Resource Group VIl is submitted as a foundation and
catalytic document in the development of that part of the Master Plan
for Higher Education dealing with flnance. |t contains useful informa-
tion and productive recommendations, but it is neither exhaustive nor
final. An exhaustive study of The finanée of higher education will take
hany months or years of continuous study and planning. At each furn
there are chailenging duesfions ana a dearth of informafion and data.

A final statement on finance for this first Master Plan requfres
not only this report but the responses it generates. Our projections are
mechanical enlargements of the current year and serve primarily to indi-
cate ranges of possibility. The final projections of a plan should seize
the opportunity o inélude judgments of what should be spent and where.

The timing of this report also deserves comment. First, relative to
the development of the reports of the QTher Resouce Groups, this report
ideally should be produced last so that it could discuss the potential
cost implications of their findings and recommendations. But time con-
straints forced its production simultaneously with the other reporTs;

And second, its timing in an historical context might call for a
quotation from Dickens: "It was the best of times, it was the worst of
times..." I was worst of times because so much uncertainty prevails, es-
pecially wffh enrol Iment trends. Yet it was the best of tlimes because we
are not likely to overshoot our mark by being caughf‘in the ascending
phase of a rising curve, as happened Té'so many plans for higher education

in the sixties.



This report for the most part excludes comment on the University
of Connecticut Health Center. The Resource Group believed that its
rather limited time would be allocated more productively by concentrating

on the matters of the four principal constituent units.

- 10 -
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. EXPENDITURES FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS

A. Historical

~

The expenditures for current operations in the public institutions
of higher education in Connecticut have experienced marked growth in the
last decade, increasing more than four-fold. As can be seen from Table 5
on.page 32 the sources of the rever'zs include not only governmenital ap‘Li
propriations but student fees, receipts from auxiliary enterprises, and
various other gifts and grants. That which underpins the operations, how-
aver, and which in fact determines the size of the other sourcés of rev-
enue is the state general fund appropriation shown historically on Table |.
This appropriation has increased some 434% in the last ten years, growing
from $20.8 million in |1963-64 to an estimated $111 million in 1972-73.
This increase is due primarily to a virtual explosion of enrol Iments
in the decade of the sixties, a nation-wide phenomenon experienced in most
all quarters of higher education. It is well known that the baby boom of
the 1940's had its impact on higher educaffon in the 1960's. The col lege
age cohort (age 18-24) increased by 4.2 per cent per year in that decade,
faster than that of total population and real income. In addition, the
fraction of that age group enrolling in college also grew, causing an averagé
annual enro!Iment gro@fh of 8.3 percent per year, or a doubling over 8 /2
years. This compares with |.6% average anhual growth in the fifties, or a
doubling every 42 1/2 years.* The growth of public higher education in
Connecticut and the nation was even more draMaTic, wi+h enrqllmenT more
than tripling from 1960 to 1970. Full-time undergraduates in Connecticut
increased fromv13,279 to 45,220 and all students in all programs grew from

21,603 to 74,819.%%

*James C. Byrnes and A. Dale Tussing, The "Fiimancial Crisis" im Higher
Education: .Past, Present, and Future, Educational Policy Research
Center, Syracuse University, September 1971, p. 3.

**Connecticut Commission for Higher Education,. Higher Educatiom Enrol Iment
Survey, 1971, pp. 5, 8. -
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Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

The decade of the 1960's was a time of rapid growth . =lmost all
economic activity, public and private. Personal income from 1960 to 1970
more than doﬁbled both nationally (from $401 billion to $804 billion) and
in Connecticut (ftom $7 billion to nearly $15 bitlion). During this same
period the fiscal-activity of the state government more than tripled, with
general expenditures increasing from $23| miltion in 1960 to $789 million
in 1970. It is ciear, then, that the growth of the state appropriations
for operating budgets must be seen in two settings - the enormous enrol |-
ment pressures and the very rapid economic expansion of the public and
private sectors which cscurred during the 1960's.

To turn again to the more recent ten-year period origfnally referred
to (1963-64 © 1972-73), the increase in genera! fund appropriations for
operéfing budgeT; reporTed above included the creation of twelve community
col leges, the University of Connacticut Health Center, and the Commission’
for Higher Education. The general fund appropriaffons to those institutions

that were in existence at the beginning of the period grew as follows:

(Millions of Dollars)
1963-64 [972-73 (estimated) Growth
State Technical Colleges 7 4.4 529%
(Technical Institutions ‘
until 1968) '
State Col leges 6.6 28.0 . 325%
University 13.5 44.0 225%
(excluding the Health
Center)
Total 20.8 76.4 . 267%

This is not to imply that had those adéifional institutions not been added
the total appropriations in 1972-73 would only have been some 76 million
dollars. Clearly the existing institutions would have to have responded
to the enrol Iment demands. The_figurés do show, however, that higher

education in Connecticut has not merelyv grown larger but has also become

- |5 -



Expenditures for Current Operations {cont.)

quite different.

To give some additional meaning to the aggregate figures presen%ed
so far, we received many requests to see them as ratios with key econo-
mic, demographic, or educational parameters and then to compare these
ratios with other states and‘wiTh a naticnal average. Our findings in

this area are in Appendix A.

- 16 -



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

B. Projections

The Resource Group felt that one of the areas in which it could be
helpful to the entire master planning effort was in the projection of the
general fund appropriations needed for institutional operation over the
planning period and comparing this with our projection of total state
spending over the same period.. Our desire to do this was spurred by com-
ments of Lyman A. Glenny in his talk at Colloquium on Higher Education in
New Haven'on September 25, 1972.

"l am quite sure that, with the exception of a few states,

the proportion of the state budget going to higher education will

be no greater in 1980 than in the next year or so--whether we have

boom times or bad, or Republicans or Democrats in this office.

Most states are already at this funding plateau. Others will

quickly reach it. If funds increase it will result from a larger

state income generally, not from a larger percentage of the state
revenue. In the 1960's, enrollment doubled and budgets for high-

er education tripled, and the GNP going to higher education in-

creased from one to two percent. The proportion of the GNP for

higher education cannot keep that pace.”

Since the projecffons were preparéd-wifhouf the knowledge of the
findings or final recommendations of the other Resource Groups of the
planning effort, they are essentially mechanical, based upon a structure
assumed to be unchanging. Following the projections we will isolate and
discuss those items which have the potential of altering them most signi-
ficantly.

Preliminary to presenting the data there are a few ingredients which

- require discussion.

EnrolIment

The most important factor is the enrollment component, which has
seldom been so difficult to predict. For purely demographic reasons the
projections of the. Commission for Higher Education anticipated a decline

“in enrolIment toward the end of the decade, but there are signs that the

- |7_



"Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

peak may already be at hand. |In short, uncertainty prevails. Therefore,

we calculated the budgeting implications of high and low enrol Iment esti-

mates rather Than'aTTempTing to settle upon a specific figure.

Base Year of the Projections.

The nature of the projections is to assess what expendiTure will be
needed to maintain current per-student support in dollars of constant
purchasing power over the planning period, and to esTiméTe what portion
of the total state budget this will require. What it does not do is as-
sess the sufficiency of the expenditure of the current, or base year. In
other words, inadequacies that may currently exist are built into the pro-
jections. The Gfoup is aware of this and does not intend the projections
to be forecasts of what should be spent, but rather as a broad-brush as-
sessment of what expenditures could be made with the same proportionate

share of the state budget. While we will make some general recommendations

of increased support, a full examination of necessary qualitative improve-

ments for the more than twenty institutions comprising the state system was’

not possible within the time constraints of this study.

The Community Colleges.

For two reasons the Regional Community Colleges deserve special com-
ment. First, they comprise the only unit of public higher education in
Connecticut which is still in a truly developmental stage. Therefore,
rhey «re particularly sensitive fo perpefuating base year inadeqﬁacies as
discussed in the above section. Also, their program development is in an
evolUTionary stage, with increasing emphasis on career and community ser-
vice prbgrams such as inhalation therapy or law enforcement. The enroll-
ment QrowTh indicated for the community colleges, particularly that in our

high estimate, assumes that such programs will be initiated and attract

- 18 -



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

many students not traditionally involved in highef education. éecause of
these factors, the per-student supgorT at the Community Colleges is in-
creased each year in our high estimates %o 1976-77.

The second reason for special comment stems from the fact that so
many of the Community College buildings are rented, causing the lease costs
to be included as part of the general fund appropriation to the unit for
current operations. No equivalent cost such as debt service is included
for the other constituent units. Lease costs in the Community Colleges
in 1972-73 are esTiméTéd at about $100 per year per student, but this would
have to be reduced to account for Tﬁe maintenance and upkeep that is either
provided for in the lease or that is simply avoided due to non-ownership.
Since the intention of our projections is to compare general fund appropri-
ations of various years, and to compare each year with total state spending,
we include lease costs for consistency. At the same time we state that ex-
isting accounting procedures do not readily reveal completely accurate com-

parisons of spending for students and total cost per student to the taxpayer.

What items assumed to be unchanging or nonexistent in our assumptions
might affect the size of future operating budgets?

Part-time versus Full-time Enrollment.

Onebfrend which seems To_have.emerged and which does have increased-
éosf implications is the-increasing number of part-time students. The prin-
cipal imbacf is not in the instructional budget but in supportive services
énd facilities. For‘example, a counselor, be he in admissions, financial
aid, academic advising, or personal counseling, does not do half a job:be-

cause he is talking with a half-time student. In fact, there is reason to



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

Table 2

PROJECTED GENERAL FUND EXPEWDITURES
OF THE FOUR CONSTITUENT UNITS OF PUBLIC
HIGHER EDUCATION N CONNECTICUT
(excluding the U. of Conn. Health Center*)

|. Low Estimate

A. Assumptions:
|. Per FTE student support to continue at the 1972-73 estimated
" level, excluding inflation.
2. Inflation at 4% per year
- 3. Enrollment :
a. University, State Colleges, Technica! Colleges:
No growth beyond that projected for 1973-74
b. Community Colleges: 5% growth per year beyond that
projected for 1973-74
4. No other structural changes

.B. Low Projections

Community Colleges** Technical Colleges***

x $1,062 x $1,781
FTE X 4% Comp. FTE X 4% Comp.
1973-74 16,500 18,223,920 2577 4,773,222
74-75 17,325 20,135,399 " 4,965,987
75-76 18,191 21,733,697 " 5,163,342
76-77 19, 101 23,733,757 " 5,369,875
77-78 20,056 25,900, |58 " 5,580,999
78-79 21,059 28,291,292 " 5,805,890
State Col leges University
x $1,449 » x $2,239
FTE X 4% Comp. FTE x 4% Comp.
1973-74 20,404 30,748,012 18,400 42,845,504
74-75 " 31,989,758 " 44,575,803
75-76 " 33,261,071 " 46,347,300
76-77 " 34,591,513 " 48,201,192
77-78 " 35,951,522 " 50,096,232
78-79 " 37,400, 226 " 52,114,964
Tote. .
1973-74 57,891 96, 590, 658
74-75 58,706 101,666,947
75-76 59,572 106,545,410
76-77 60,482 111,869,337
77-78 61,437 127,528,961
78-79 62,440 123,612,372

-.20 -



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)
Table 2 (cont.)

I'l. High Estimate
A. Assumptions
|. Per-student support
a. University, State Colleges, Technical Colleges: Per
student support to continue at 1972-73 level, excluding

inflation.
b. Community Colleges: Due to increasing emphasis on career
and public service programs per student support will grow

to $1209 (t+hat requested for [973-74) by 1976-77 as follows -
1973-74: $1062; 1974-75: $!1100; 1975-76: $1150;
-1976-77:  $1209.
2. Inflation at 4% per year
3. Enrollment

a. University, State Colleges, Technical Colleges: 3% growth
per year bsyond the 1973-74 projection.

b. Community Colleges: Growth increasing to 12% per year by
1976-77 as follows: - 1973-74: as projected; 1974-75
increase by 7%; 1975-76: increase by 10%; 1976-77
increase by 12%. '

4. No other structural changes
B. High Projections

Community Colleges** Technical Colleges***
’ x (assump. |b) x $1781
_ FTE x 4% Comp. FTE x 4% Comp.
1973-74 16,500 18,223,920 2577 4,773,222
74-75 17,655 21,012,98I 2634 © 5,075,829
75-76 10,420 25,124,625 2713 5,435,835
76-77 21,750 30,766,027 2794 5,822,053
77-178 24,360 35,812,708 2878 6,232,873
78-79 27,283 41,726,210 2964 6,677,788.
State Col leges University
x $1449 x $2239
FTE x 4% Comp. _ FTE x 4% Comp.
. 1973-74 20,404 30,748,012 18,400 42,845,504
74-75 21,016 32,949,263 18,952 45,915,077
75-76 21,646 35,285,685 19,521 49,170,959
76=77 22,296 37,799,078 20, 106 52,670,281
77-78 22,695 39,988, 227 20,709 56,382,820
78-79 23,654 43,357,427 21,331 60,416,538
Total
FTE Expenditures
1973-74 57,88l 96,590,658
74-75 60, 257 104,952,150
75-76 63,300 115,017,104

76~77 66,946 127,057,739
77-78 70,642 138,416,628
78-79 175,232 152,177,964

*Projections including the Health Center and the Commission for Higher
Education are shown in Appendix B.
. *¥*Appropriations include lease costs.:
Q **¥XTechnical College enrollments are not FTE but full-time only. A Head
‘ count of part-time students is not made from which to compute FTE.
' - 2 -




Expendltures for Current Operations_(cont.)

believe that advising a part-time student is offen more time consuming.
than advising a full-tIme student. Nor doés a part-time sTuden% sit in
only part of a |ibrary chair. We were not able to assess the magnitude
of this phenomenon, but we have little doubt of i+s potential to command
increased resources. We recommend +ha+ institutions not only prepare for
it but also devise methods of more systematically including the need for

supportive services such as counselors and advisors in budget indices.

Changing Distribution of Enrol Iment among the Units.

There is little or no consensus as to what will be the roles of the
constituent units in the coming decéde. We.expecf any change T§ be evolu-
tionary and not to have vast redisfribuTive effects over the first plan-
ning period. But the units to watch are the State Colleges and the Re-

gional Community Colleges. There seems |ittle doubt that +he recent de-

creaée of the birth rate will continue to reduce the student demand for
teacher education programs, still the bulwark of the State Col lege offer-
ings. I+ follows that either the State Colleges will serve a smaller

portion of the students in Connecticut publié higher education, or they.
will initiate new or expanded programs. The nature of these programs will
hol'd the budgetary secrets. Perhaps Resource Group I, in its discussion
of the role andtscope of constituent units, and Resource Group IV, in dis-
cussing programs and their Ipcafibn, will shed light in this area. The
unit cos+s}y+he program demand, and the program objectives, benefits, or
output are the variables of importance for budget planning. Officers of
the State Colleges have indicated an interest in offerfng bachelor's de-
gree opportunities to correspond to new programs developed by the Commun-—
ity Colleges. Such programs have the potential of high cost, bu%.shared

facilities and other arrangements may hold these down.

.- 22 -



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

There is |i+tle doubt that the state system of Community Colleges
has the potential of providing genuine open access to the greatest num-
be. of citizens, of providing effective localized academic and career
counseling and other supportive services, and perhaps of doing so at
lowest unit cost. But it should be clear from the begiﬁning that their
per-student cost differentials from other institutions wil! not be as
large as those that exist today. Any effort to accommodate a greater
portion of the students in public higher education, be it with new or
traditional programs, will require increased funding. The initiating
of new programs in career and community service education will require
not only developmental money, but generally increased spending per student
due to the smaller student-staff ratios recommendéd by the Community Col-
leges in such programs. Also, the Community Colleges probably cannot at-
tract large numbers of students into the traditional programs without gener-

ally upgraded facilities.

Changing Student-Staff Ratios: The enrollmen+ boom of the sixties and the

austerity programs of recent years have resuited in increasing student-
staff ratios. The Finance Group does not feel that this gradual, attri-
tion-based, essentially unplanned increase in student-staff ratios can go
on without seriously affecting the quality of the education offered. How-
~ever, there are methods of inéreasing average class size while retaining
small_classes where required. Some areas of potential benefit might in- .
clude avoiding the proliferation of electives, of perhaps even the proli-
feration of requirements; eliminaTingbunnecesséry statewide or region-
wide program duplication; or invesffng in flexible classroom buildings
which can accommodate classes of various sizes. While the Resource Group

did not have sufficient time to develop specific courses of aCTidn,‘we do .

- 23 -



Expenditures for Current Operations (cont.)

feel that strong institutional leadership, the provision of institutional
flexibility, and interinstitutional cooperation are vitally necessary con-

ditions for progress in the area.

Collective Bargaining: |+ seems to be a conditioned response in America
‘Thaf the advent of collective bargaining implies budget expénsion. History
certainly seems in large part to bear this out, so we must report that a
bollécfive bargaining agfeeménf for state employees is a potential source
of incréasing the projections above. However, we feel tThere are good rea-
soné for not havihg built the implications of collective bargaining into
our projections. First, while most feei it is likely ThanawCOI]eCTiVe
bargaining agreement will come out of the 1973 session of +he Connecticut
General Assembly, it is no+ yet certain. Second, even assuming that an
agreement will be reached, it is‘noT known who will be the bargaining units
or agents. Third, and perhaps most important, bargaining is déne within
certain market fealifies. Because of the "buyers' market'" for professioaéi
educational labor and the likelihood'of items other than salary being bar-
gained for, we feel %haf the four percent fnflafion already fncluded in our
- projections should account for a majbr part of any salary increase. 
Howe&er, we must acknowledge ThaTathe,group was not in generaf con-
sensus on this matter. We therefcre offer below what the budget effect of
a 5.5'percen+ per year sélary increase would be. The method was to inflate
the pérsonal services portion of the To%al general fund approbriafion (ap-

proximately 85%) at 5.5% per year.
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Expenditures for Current Operations {(cont.)

TABLE 3

TOTAL PROJECTIONS OF TABLE 2

ASSUMING 5.5% GROWTH PER YEAR IN PERSONAL SERVICES

" Low Estimate High Estimate
1973-74 $ 97,822,190 $ 97,822,190
1974-75 104,518,700 106, 290, 280
1975-76 111,435,830 . 120,296,380
1976-77 119,381,360 . 135,589,660
1977-78 - 127,219,220 - 149,829,080
1978-79 - 135,115,760 167,570,760

New and ‘Alternative Methods of Dellvery of Higher Educational Services:
Creative new methods of providing education no doubt have many implica~
tions, some &6f which are budgetary. The Finance Reéource Group defers to
Resource Group V, which has been studying this for the past year. AT this
Juncture we have only two comments. First, there does not éeem to be any
consensus that the use of new media equipment is any less expensive, es-
pecially in early years of development. We do noT‘see this as a source of
budget reduction in the first planning period. Second, to the extent that
the ferm "alternative approaches" meahs external degrees, credit by exam-
ihaTion, or the three-year badcalaureéfe, there is little doubt that it has
savings potential. Both the nature of the savings and the chance of real-
ization in the first planningvperiod; however,  are uncertain. It is enfirely
blausible that external degree programs wil | servé large numbers of new
people and thus reduce unit costs, but at The.same time increase the total.

budget. Decisions to provide large amounts of credit in an untraditional

-~ 25 -



Expenditures for Current Operafions (;onT.)

manﬁer are normally evolutionary in nature and are not likely to

have much impact over the next several years. But if and when educational
decisions are made to require conS|derab|y Iess formal and supervised
learning in the earning of the bachelor's degree, the savings in terms of

expenditures per student will undoubtedly be considerable.

Student Financia! Assistance: While this is an expenditure which has in-

creased cost implications, it is intimately tied to tuition policy and

will be discussed in that section of the reporT.

Budqu Projections Compared to Prolgpfed Total State General Expenditures:

Table 4 is a comparison of our high and low budget estimates with our pro-
jections of total state spending over the first planning periqd. Our met-
hods of computation aré descrived in detail in the appropriate footnotes.
Columns b and ¢ show projections of state personal income and general ex-
penditures through 1979. Columns d a.l f are the low andrhigh estimates
of sbending for higher education. Columns e and g show ThaT.bo+h our low
and high estimates represent a declining portion of the total state budget
and that the tightest years ére those at present and just ahead. Should
these projections materialize, the conclusions are that the four consti-
tuent uni+svof public higher education can mainfain or improve upon cur-
rent per-student supporT without having to bargain for a Iarger share of
the state budget than at presenT. |+ seems that legitimate claims can and
should be made in coming years for fuhds to restore épending in necessary
areas suchvas ma intenance and Suppor+ which may have had to be deferred

in recent years.

- 26 -



(6t

-u

o

40 juswjdedag S ‘n) S4eaf JUepusjed oM} 3yl JO So4nbl) swooul Jeuosdad ay3 Jo abeuaae ayy °|/61 ybnouayl

"ZL60" 30 awooul

UO JUSLDLJ480D B puR GGG LGp- 40 2UTISU0D B pey uoLlenba eyl *9A0Qe paqLudsap dals syl ul pajedausd
uotyenba uotssadbou ayj Bursn Ag awodul jeuosdad paje|oded)xd WO PIIR[NI|EI 3UIM S3UNGLpuadxa adryng

6°) ;4 3S9YBLY Sy} pey S34NILpUSdX] |PUBUIY  BWODU] |BUOSUIJ 4IL |@ISL4 UO A|JU3puddapul 'passaubad auom
‘2L-096] €saxe} puny

.B4Budb pue ‘sauniipuadxs |eJdusb 9101S SBNUBASJ [BJUDUIB 93e}S - SO |GRLJPA 33Uy L3
‘uotle|odedixs 9yl U404 SLSeq Y} SBM Z/p| 03 096 WOL} SWOOUL |PUOSUDd *yqof WJA0] [en)
-uauodxa ay3 mcpmoo:u pue sadA3 9A4nd XLS JO 3L} sadenbs 3ses| e Buiuwuojuad Aq mcon SeM /61 op ;ohpmmoamgpxm
1161 Lom wodut [euossdd jo j(ey 03 pappe sem (9/ *d ‘g2/6| ‘6 "2daS ‘399 ssaulsng) Swod
|euosuad ueak-j|ey |en3oe g2/l 404 *pasn Sem J4edk [edSL) USALD © JO (SSaULSNG 3Ud44N) JO AIAUNG €IDUBWWOY

9.0° FANAS] 190"
G.0° v 8EL v90°
9.0° L* L2l L90°
9.0° 0°GlLlL 00"
LLO° 0°G0L v.0°
LLO° 9°96 LLO®
€30° 6°€6 €80°
8.0° L"[8 8.0°
L80° 6°¢8 980°
880" L769 880"
v80° G°6G v80°
v80° L70G v80°
G/0° 8°9¢ G/0°
890° L*0€ 890°
290° 822 § 290"
7%} suoljasfoud ybtH 2ip
UILM Saung ,
-L1puadx3 S3Lun 4no4
uoryeonp3 uaybiy
(6) (4) (3)

9°¢Z1 0107 090/2 661
§'/L1L . 9£81 05162 8461
6 LLL G991 0LE€2 LL6]
G 901 A 02L12 9761
L 101 8oct - 81002 G/61
9°96 ‘ £6Z 1 05/8!1 v161
6°€6 Zell 0EbLL EL61
L718 rLLL 126G L 2161
6°28 L 966 v 1§L LL61
L°69 _ 68. 0gEYL 0461
65 _ 50/ _ G621 6961
L°0S 665 ogzel 8961
8°9¢ G3Yy YZAR . L961
L"0¢ 8EY : 96201 9961
822 $ G988 § LIve $ G961
suot3oafoud Mo Nmmgsp%ncmaxm [EREDNED) ,PmEOQCH [PUOSUI( ABI) |eOSL4
YaLtM sauny 91v18 429} |eost4

-Lpuadx3 s3Lun 4no4
uotjeanpj Jaybiy

(p) (3) | (a) | (e)

(suot{tw)

6/-v/61 QILIIC0Ud ‘€L61 QILYWILSI Nm momp YLy

‘STINLIANIAXT ILVLS TVI0L HLIM Q3IYYdWOI

Au:uppumccoo 40 AILSUBALUN BYI JO 433UI) U3 |edH ay3 Buipn|oxa)

INJTLI3NNOD NI NOILYINA3 ¥3HIIH 3I78nd 40
SLINN IN3NLILSNOD ¥N04 IHL Y04 SIUNLIANILX3

v 378v1

O

- 27 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



I'l. REVENUES FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS
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Table 5 on page 32 shows the sources of current fund revenues to the
units of public higher edﬁcafion in three years since 1965-66. vThe data
were obtained from the HEGIS reports for the United States Office of

| Education of the Department of Heaifh; Education and Welfare. We feel
that they are essentially self-explanatory but require perhaps two com-
ments. First, while the category Tuition/Fees is used in the HEGIS Reports,
bnly the term "fees" is pertinent in Connecticut. The fu%fion charged to
sfudents in Connecticut acérues to the state general fund and is not cur-
rently at the disposal of public institutions of higher education. Second,
the distribution of funds.among the revenue categories reflects The policy
+ha+ the s+a+e government will suppbrT those functions which are primarily
educational, and that all other activities will be paid fbr from other
sources, predominantly student charges.

Our principal purpose in the deliberafions feading to the writing of
this seition was to examine the pdssibili%y,of new or changing sources of

revenue. We will report on three.

The Federal Government -

One might expect THaT the writing of a master plan for higher educa-
tion in 1973-would include a significant chapter on increased federal
~ funding. The principal cause for that expeciation would be the recent
passage of Higher Education Amendments of 1972, potentially the most
 §LgniflcanT piece of higher education legislation ‘im recemt history. How-
eQer, the existence of the provisions of the Act and the funding of those
provisions are two different matters. ‘Depending on funding, the principal
prov?sions of interest to the Resource Group on Finance are:
. Increased student assistance based upon the ”enTiTiemenTT

concept. That is, each student is "entitled" to a Basic




TABLE 5

SOURCES OF ALL CURRENT FUND REVENUES

- FOR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION IN CONNECTICUT IN 1965-66
1967-68, and 1970-71*

State Two-year
University Colleges Col leges Total

A. 1965-66 ‘
TOTAL Required 33,279 % 12,181 % 2,014 % 47,474 ¢
Fees 1,497 4 2,275 19 200 10 3,972 8
Rm., Brd., Other Aux. 4,884 |5 3,188 26 o 8,091 |7
Local Government 857 3 - 937 8 D0 1,794 4
State Government 17,801 53 5,416 44 1,656 82 24,873 52
Federal Government 4,325 |3 249 ? |24 6 4,968 |0
Al Other 3,915 11 e i 'S 0 4,046 9

B. 1967-68
TOTAL R;gylred 55,413 % 23,904 ¢ 8,259 % 87,576 %
Fees 4,297 8 3,469 |5 1,015 12 8,781 10
Rm., Brd., Other Aux. 6,584 12 2,572 11 449 5 9,605 11
Local Government 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0
State Government 28,48 52 15,625 65 6,529 79 50,802 58
Federal Government 7,627 14 ,216 5 25 3 9,101 10
All Other 8,250 I5 133 | 5 0 9,280 11

C. 1970-71
Total 74,796 % 42,452 % 20,883 % 138,060 ¢
Fees _ 7,878 11 8,347 20 2,485 14 18,711 14
Rm., Brd., Other Aux. o 334 |4 5,688 13 2,081 12 18,102 |3
Local Government | ,266 2 0 0 & 0 I, 266 I
State Government 40,156 54 25,874 61 5,43 71 81,560 59
Federal Government i,979 16 1,380 3 559 4 10,059 10
ALl Other 3,i83 4 ,188 3 25 0 3,957 3

1965-66 Total 1967-68 Total 1970-71 Totai
Loc.
\T

ther\ 1Aux,

Fed. Tyit/Fees

State

*Source: 1965-66 and 1967-68 from Financial Statistics of Institutions of
Q ' Higher Education, Office of Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare - 32 -




Opportunity Grant of up to $|4OO per year minus his "expected
family contribution'".

2. Cost of Education Allowancq to institutions enrolling students
who receive entitlement grants and other federal assistance, and/or
who Increase the number of veterans enrolled.

3. A provisicn to assisT.The establishment and development of
community colleges and other programs: for occupational education.

4. A series of provisions to asslist graduafe education.

‘Most agree that due to the current efforts py the President to
curtail total spending, and an apparem® zhift in priorities in the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare away from Tradifional higher.educa—
tion, the chances are quite slfm that revenues from federal sources will
increase much in the years immediately ahead. There is some hope that
funding wi'll proceed in the IaTér years of the planning period but there

" is no wayito tell how much this will represent.

The Shifting of Resources from Primary/Secondary Education

Some have shown that historically in America there has been a very
consistent relationship between increases in aggregéfe income and increases
in spending on education.* |f this were to continue, with the anticipated
decline in primary and secondary enroldments, the question arises as to
whether funds might be shifted from the primary and secondary schools in
the direction of higher education. WiTh_Thé critical assumption that the
historical relationship between GNP and spending on all education will
continue, a theoretical case‘can be made for this shifting of resources
without damaging the necessary per student or per staff support in "lower"

~education. But it is the consensus of the Resource Group that this will

*Byrnes and Tussing, op. cit., p. 18.
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~ not happen in Connectlcut. Firsf,bsince state support for primary and
secondary education in Connecticut is not very great (the state contri-
buted 31.3% of local school budgets compared to a national average of
40.7% in 1969-70) there is slmply not a Iarge‘amoun%‘+hdf could be shifted.
Second, the freeing of monies due to declining enrollments may spur com-
munities to either improve program quality or more viigorousiy enter new
programs such as those in early chid#hood education. Fimal Iy, and perhaps
mosf liikely, reduced needs at the primary/secondary level will ailow for

local property tax relief.

Tuition and Fees

Nothing occupied =0 much of s Resource Grou@‘sz%ime 2s discussions
concerning what portion of the ‘el :educational bill should be borne by
the student and his family. While there was not complete comsensus on
each item it s an area where we feel we can provide productive discussion
and recommendations. This section wiill contain three parts:

L. A presenfafioﬁ of the curremt tuition and fee structure in

Connecticut, including:
a. :whaf portion of total -educational cost +0/The;s+uden+ the
current tuition and fees reéresenf, and
- b. what portion of institutional revenues fees represent.

2. A discussion‘of the rationale for the existence aind fevel of

tuition. |

3. The Resource Group recommendations regarding +ui+]onland financial

assistance, including several possibilities and their financial

implications.
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The Current Structure of Tuition and Fee Charaes in Connecticut

There is an important distinction in Connecticut between tuitior

and fees.

Tuition - a charge made to all students in public highar educatior it
Connecticut the revenues from which accrue to the state General Fund .—d

are not earmarked for higher education. These charges per year In |a7.-73

are:

For Connecticut residents

The Univefsify of Connecticut $350
State Colleges $§OO
Regional Community Colleges $200
State Technical Colleges .'$200
~All Non-Residents . _ | $850

Institutional Fees - charges made to all. students in public instituziw:
of higher education in Connecticut fhé revenues from which remain wr: “he
institutions to pay for non-educational functions, that is, those w= . sup—
ported by state general fund éppropriafions. These fees vary among: e
institutions and ranged in 1972-73 from $15 per year at the State Teii—
nfcal Colleges to $290 per vear at the University of Connecticut. Nost

institutions also have an additional! fee for ouf—of—sfafe students.

- Tuition and Fees as Part of Total Student Expenses

There seems to be considerable confusion in the public mind concemn—

- ing the cost tTo students of public higher education in Connecticut. To re-

duce this confusion somewhat we present Tables 6, 7, and 8. Table 6 shows
the estimated 1972-73 student expense budgets at four public institutioms
in Connecticut. The data were submitted by the institutions' financial :aid

offices ."d the itemization is left as it was submitted. Table 7 ia=
- 35 ~ ’ ‘



TABLE 6

ESTIMATED EXPENSE BUDGETS FOR FULL-TIME
CONNECTICUT STUDENTS AT FOUR STATE INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1972-73*

Central Connecticut State College Thames:Va1ley State Technical College
' 4 Dependent Single
Student Ccllege Fee - $ 15¢C Commuter  Independen
' Tuition & Fees $ 215 $ 275
Student Activity Fee 120
' _ Meals & Housing 450 1,135
Tuition 300
Books & Supplies 175 175
Books & Supplies 150
) : Personal Expenses 400 400
Room & Board ' 980 :
Transportation 700 - 700
Personal Expenses 450 -
Transportation 50 TOTAL $ 1,940 $ 2,625
TOTAL $2,200
Mattatuck Community Collége The University of Connecticut
~Tuition _ $ 200 Tuition & Fees '$ 655
Fees . 100 Room o 485
Books & Supplies 140 Board 610
Personal Expenses 500 Books & Supplies 200
(including clothing, .
. cleaning, laundry, Miscellaneous Expenses 600
recreation, snacks,
etc.)
: o TOTAL ' $ 2,550
Miscellaneous Expenses 200

(Doctors, Insurance, etc.)

Transportation 450
TOTAL $ 1,590

*Selected from Information Supplied by the Financial Aid Offices df the Universit,
of Connecticut, Central Connecticut State College, Mattatuck Community Coéllege,
and Thames Valley State Technical College. Itemization is presented as submitt:
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TABLE 7

YEARLY TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES AT A SELECTION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES,
STATE COLLEGES AND STATE TWO-YEAR COLLEGES IN 1972-73

SUMMARY
State Colleges
University Four-Year Two-Year*

Range

High $ 760 $ 640 $ 800

Low 262 123 18
Median By 558 498 208
Connecticut 655 ‘ 570 266

Connecticut Rank 4 4 9

Selected States

Northeast: Connecticut, De]awafe, Massachusetts, New York,
Rhode Island '

Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio,
Wisconsin

South: Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, Texas

West: California, Colorado, Oregon, Washington

* Data for two-year colleges available for only 16 of the 21 states.
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TABLE 38

ESTIMATED REAL COSTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1971-721

Average Cost '
per student ~ Total Cost
(thousands) (billions) Percentage

|. Foregone income of students? ,
a. Unrecovered |oss $2,900 $17.4 30%
b. Portion replaced by student's
own part-time earnings and

savings . 700 4.2 7
c. Portion replaced by parents
and spouses I, 150 6.9 2
d. Portion replaced by loans 180 ol 2
e. Portion replaced by grants 170 1.0 2
Subtotal / $5,100 $30.6 53%
2. Incidental expenses of studentsS 500 3.5 6

3. Operating costs of institutions3
a. Educational costs financed
from tuitions and student fees 720 5.0 9
b. Educational and capital costs :
financed from public appropri-

ations and philanthropy ‘ 2,025 3.9 23
c. Costs for organized research : ‘
and public service , 725 5.0 9
Subtotal $3,470 23.9 - 41%
TOTAL ' $9,070 $58.0 100%

JSource: Howard Bowan and Paul Servelle, American Association for Higher
Education, Washington, D. C., August, 1972. ’

2Assumes that only full-time students forego income. Of the 8,714,000
students enrolled in 1971-72, about 6 million were full-time. U. S.
Office of Education, Projections of Educational Statistics to 1979-80
(1970 edition), pp. 22, 23, 26.

SRefers to 6.9 million students in full-time equivalents (Ibid., p. 29).
Operating costs of institutions omit auxiliary enterprises. These are
included partly in incidental expenses of students and partly in the
living costs of students that are not part of the reai costs of educa-
tion. Students would have board and room costs whether or not they

~were in college. Operating costs also omit capital costs because data
are not available. Hence the figures are understatements.
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comparisqp of tuition and feés at public institutions in Connecticut
with those of twenty other states.

Table 8 is reproduced from a-monograph by Howard Bowen and is a
national summary of the costs of higher education. The part relévanf for
our purposes is the costs bLorne by the student which jncludes the concept
of foregone earnings.

While again much of this is self—explanafory, a few comments are
warranted. "First, the discussions of "low cost" public education are
obviously relative ones. While there is no doubt +hat the price to the
student is less than it is at most iﬁdependenf colleges, the cash outlay
represents a considerable amount of sacrifice-and planning for the average
student and his family. Second, while the existence of tuition in
Connecticut is unly two years old, the combinaTion of tuition and fees at
the four year colleges is well above the median of the states studied.

Qur third comment concerns The concept of foregone earnings, shown in
Table 8 to be some $5,100 per year per student. While this "opportunity
cost" is not often considered by the layman, it is a fundamental item of
any professional economic a%alysis. [ts inclusion is important in that

it shows that the cost to the student is not only the cash outlay required
for college attendance, but the income, saving;, seniority, longevity, and
other benefits that he‘does not receive while he is a student. Attendance

presumes that the beneflts exceed the costs.

Tuition and Fees as a Portion of Institutional Revenue

Table 5 shows that the operations of the public institutions in
Connecticut depend upon a good deal more than the state appropriation, and

that charges to students make up a major portion of that difference.
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As indicated atove the level of *he fee is determined by the amount of funds
needed to support operations which are not primarily educational, such as
student union facilities, campus security, aThleTicé, additions to financial
aid and the amortization of dormitories and other non-educational facilities.
These fees were traditionally rather low, but in recent years, especially 
wﬁen added to tuition, they have become quite significant. At the Univer-
“*“sifyf“?é% example, fees willvincrease next year from $290 to $350 per year
in addition to the $350 Tuifion. Generally increasing cost of services,
as well as a new state policy requiring the University, rather than the
State Comptroller, to begin to pay the retirement costs of employees in
these service accounts, have causzd this increase anq possible increases
at other institutions.

Several Group members, members of the Commission for Higher Education,
as well as other interested officials and citizens have expressed concern
about the level of fees charged. We have examined the issue and feel that
there are steps that can be taten to reduce fees, or at least Iimit Theif
increase.  Two specific examples will be offered. We will use the Univer-
sity of Connecticut Auleiéry Services Fund for both examples, but feel
the concept could apply to any public institution.

The Auxiliary Service Fund of the University of Connecticut budget
represents approximately 25% of the yearly institutional reQenues and ex-
penditures. The largest source of revenue to this account is sfuder‘ fees.

- These fees plus the revenue from those activities which operate at a sur-
plus, must be sufficlent to meet current obligations plis provide for an
adequate surpius of working capital. BoTH of our recommendations will re-
duce the yearly obligations of +hé.fund, thus reducing +he fées needed for

revenue.
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Change of Bond Amortization Schedule from Twenty fo Thirty Years

The University finances, from its own auxiliary revenues, dormi-
tories and other non-educational faciiifies and does so on fwenty year
amortization schedules. There are existing obligations of varying length
of some $32 million, plus an anTicipaTed.$2.5 million in new issues, to
be paid in declining installments over a fwenty year period. These pay-
ments range from nearly $3 million in 1973-74 to some $2.5 million in
1978-79, the last year of the planning period. However, if the current
obligations were.refinanéed and the hew issues written for 30-year amor-
tization, the yearfy payment would be reduced each year to less than $2

million in 1978-79 Ttis reduction would eliminate the need for the al-

ready approved $60 per year increase in fees 1973-74 and the planned $30

Increase in 1974~75. According to the schedule there would be no fee
increase needéd uHTII the spring semester, 1977. I+ should be clear that
the increase.in the bond length and the needrfo fi%ance at a higher interest
rate will increase the total payments nearly $12 million, from $34.7 million
to $46.3 million. The Resource Group recogniées this but feels that the
reduced cost per student may warrant its serious further consideration by

fiscal authority of the state.

Reduction in the University Contribution to Student Financial Assistance
o

;.om Student Fees

In the year [971-72 the University, from its own sources, provided
approximately one million dollars in financial aid; $750,000 of wHich was
from the Auxiliary Services Fund. The Resource Group later in the report
recommends that adequate financial assistance for all Connecticut residents
in institutions of higher education in the state can and should be financed
from the State General Fund revenue. |f Thjs were to éupplanf the $750,000

currently financed by student fees, it represents a potential reduction

Q . - 42 -




of $40 per year per student.
Again, we have used the University for purposes of illustration, but
believe that these and other steps are potentially applicable to all other

public instifutions.

Tuition: What Part of the Cost Should be Borne by the Student?

The question of whether to charge fuition and, if so, at what percen-—
tage of cost, raises an issue as old as the study of public finance. The
is 2 is.Thé benefit principle of-TaxaTiOn, which says: [ f the benefit of
a public activity or service accrues solely to the individual, iT’should.be
paid for by a user tax representing full-cost pricing; 1i1f the benefits are
nof divisible, but rather reside with the society in general, the service
should be finénced through general tax levies. |t follows that those pro-
grams from which the benefits are fto both identifiable individuals and to
the community at large, the method of finance is a mix of subsidy and user
taxes. While the full implementation of this principle as a working guide
for polic? would require the accurate definition and comparative measure-
ment of benefiTé - a hopeless task in most cases - it does capture the is-
sue. There are é few eccnomists and educators who support an extreme po-
sition on either end of this argument but most feel Thaf the benefits of
public higher education in this country have been both individual and
societal. The preceding discussion suggests that the student and the pub-
lic share the costs of public higher education, which of course they do.
The more difficult question is whether the student's share should be in-
creased or decreased, and by how much. There ‘is considefable pressure
these days for generally increasing the student's share, a posiTién held
by a good number of members of the Resource Group. |t is argued that the

benefits are predominantly to the individual in the form of increased earniﬁg
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povwer, that low fuition is a windfall for the middle and upper classes

and That those who can pay shouid pav. Those arcuina for ite studeni'sa
paying a smaller portion maintain that the ftradition ot low cost public
higher education has been to the general public'sAbenefiT, and that i1 pro-

5.

vides for more democratic access to it. It is argued, counversely, fthet it
would be to the publié's detriment if increased prices slowed the absorption
of education by the populace, redu;ed the chances for self improvement and
upward mobility especially for those chronically disadvantaged, and increased
the number of high school graduates entering the labor market. Another
argumeni for low TuiT}on is That is represcnts the way the middle~class pays
for most fhings. That is, paying for education over fime through general

tax levies supports and reflects the concepts of insurance and time pay-

ments. The chances of being able to provide higher education for one's

children are betfter and the financing is more manageable. While 1'~se ar-

guments were not fully reconciled, the Resource Croup has arrived at some
general points o} view or recommendations which afttempt to take the best
parts of each side of the above argument. They will be discussed briefly
her= and made as formal recommendations in the nexT.secTion.

First, we recognize that it ié extremely difficult to enumerate, de-
fine, and measure benefits. But we feel that.a plausible argument can be
‘made that the Communiiy Colleges, Technical Eolleges, and The Iowef divi-
sion generwslly are the ”{rqnf Ijne” of open éccess and equal opporiunity,
and as such are the most appropriate vehicles fo support publicly stated
goals in these areas. This part of higher education, therefore, deserves
the greatest pubtic subsidy, or the lowest fuition. This is not fo say that -
The Resource Group feels that there is no public benefit from upper-divi-
sion or gfaduafe insTrucTion. Clearly, Thefe are many benefits, and fui-

tion should thus be far short of full-cost pricing. But by current standards
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of society, there is increased likelihood that those pecple earning bacca-
laureate, professional and graduate degrees will enjoy increased earning power
and a higher standard of living. Therefore, wheTher‘TuiTions are generally
high or low, they should be higher on this level Than they are at the lower-
division.. Second, to the extent thai the above recommendation increases
tuition, these funds should be used to improve opportunity and equity, making
our institutions more accessible than they are now. No fuition recommenda-
tion of the Group is intended fo construct eéonomic barriers fcr those of low
income. Oﬁr.fhirq suggestion is primarily pragmatic. |t is possible that
increased tuition, or the mere announcement Thereof,.will affect enrollment.
We know |ittle about the nature of current demand for higher education, but
we feel ThaT it is likely to be very elastic, or price-reactive. Because of
this uncertainty and desire not to get abruptly out of line with neighboring
or similar states, we feel it wise To ease into any Tuifion change over a

period of three years.

Recommendations for Tuition and Financial Aild

Prior to outlining our recommendations we make fwo observations: -

. While the costs of imposing or raising Tuifion are many the members
of the group see three potential benefits:
a. |t raises revenue; if enrollments do not decrease markedly.
b. 1t can improve equity and opportunity, if coupled with adequate

financial assistance.

c. |t may ease fhe pressures on the private insTiTuinns.

2. 1f the 18 year majority ever allows students To'disclaim parenTaJ
income in the determination o% need, fuition will become a "bad tax"
in that i+ will not charge those intended to be charged.

Connecticut would have two alternatives:
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a. Eliminate tuition and finance higher education from a just
general tax system.
b. Provide the financial resources needed to fund a tuition post-

ponement option based upon post-education income.

Recommendations

We recommend that:
. Tuition be graduated according to level of instruc+ion. That
is, tuition would be lowest at the Community Col leges, the
- Technical Colleges, and in the lower-division of the State
Coileges and the University, and highest at the graduate level.
2. There be increased financial assistance for low .nd midéle
income students and that such assistance be funded from

General iund revenues.

3. Any change in fuition policy be phased into over a period of

three years.

Alternative Tuition Possibilities

Below are six possible plans of tuition charges. One of the plans is
that which currently exists, while the others compute fuition on the basis
of insTrucTionaj cost. The computations of instructional cost are shown in
Appendix C. The Resource Group believes this is a usefuldapproach but does
not deny there are others. One variation that comes to mind immedjafely is

to reduce the tuition computed for the Technical Colleges to that at the

Community Colleges. The key ingredient, however, is that tuition be graduated

according to level. The existing plan does not completely conform to this

- but is added for.comparison.
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Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Alternative F

ALTERNATIVE TUITION POSSIBILITIES

Tuition equals: : ¢

0 at lower division

30% of instuctional cost per student at upper
division and graduate level,

Tuition equals:

10% of instructional cost per student at the lower
division,

25% of instructional cost per student at the upper
division and graduate levels,

Tuition equals:

20% of instructional cost per student at all levels,
Tuition equals current tuition charges:

$350 per year at the University,

$300 per year at the State Colleges.

$200" per year at the Community Colleges and Technical
Colleges. |

Tuition equals:

30%.of instructional cost per student at all levels,
Tuition equals: |

20% of InsTrucfional cost per student at the lower

division,

'50% of instructional cost pe~ student at the upper

division and graduate levels,

- 47 -



L6L 9vz ‘29

oL 0Py “1¢
006°ZLYy ‘2
509491 ‘67

96€‘9g6¢h

1261
698
L6Z )

S
(%06 ‘¢

£02)

Y

&0b

L8y
00g
Inf.mv

Loy

AT AWAS]

“Glyfuc
\J\V N
“Op6 g

e

ey
[88

1etifay fo wagsfig %smﬂﬁmmmsgb oy3 Jof uorgvonpy aeybry Jof uorssuio) ayy fo suorq

ot

aanaadp PL-ClET

1z¢
10601
868l
Ly z
1691
965 “R8¢h
007
00¢
00¢
00¢%
00¢
06¢
06¢
06¢ $
(4udasnMy
C
"ty

LOL 2oy
8661106/
862°G/8 Q1L
006 ‘2Lt ‘2
86/ ‘201 ‘9|

968988 ‘¢6

662

¢l9
49
Lee

119
9v¢
Lse $

($02)
J
Y

‘Ul ejep Juew|jodus pue 1ebpng cOa: peseq ade suoljelndwod

892 “pye 268629

701°928°9L  899°¢y9 gL

Z6L°090 L1 8Zz‘<vz Gy

006‘ZLt°7 006 2Ly 2z

262885Vl 9ZL0LL Z)

968°988°C6  968°988°¢h

Z6 0

051 0

L9/ 0Z6

00t 08t

¢l ¢

v9. 916

<t 616

621 ¢ 0 $

(4962 '901) “90)
g v

Ly LY

IR

SUDA | BM
co_+ﬁzk +ueisissy ajenpeuq
AllsdeAlun 4O 4SO jO oloW| ST

uo(jetadouddy tap

: {eto]
leliusde4ilq a4eig-40-1nQ
uopting
S50
uolieladouddy ssoug

ALYIRINNS GNNS TVY3INT9

sebe| |0y Af{unwwo)
lmmmm__oo jesiuyos]

ajfenpedg
uoistalg 2addn
UOISIALQ JdBmoT

seba| o) ateys

ajenpedq
uoistAlQg Jaddn
UoISIAlQg JomoT
ALisaealun

NOFLINL

AZATLIT181SS0d NOTLINL JAILYNGILTY 40 AIYRRNS

& 1718Vl

48 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



Table 9 snows the results of the calculaTiors o the varicusn

tive possivilifties. It also shows the sumriary of The imprct on the 1o
General Fund. The Gross Appropriation ic i+, o fimated for the oo

in 1972-73 excluding the Univoroi-y of Correcticut fealth Tone- P
fuition (shown ¢ reo 07 7 0 vl t0 the Lenersl Fund and i The e 2T -

tions, the net state contribution is less, and is culled the tiod Arpropriaiion.

The final item, University Graduate Assistant Tuition Waivers, dosers .
comment. There are more than + 70 qraduaste 5 jorants af he UniiversS o
Connecticut per= reii- 1 o w7 ot amount of undergraduste feaching o

ofher professional educational labor. The Resource Group feels thai fuition
should be waived for full-time graduate assistants and -t =ruted tor - 1 'e

time graduate éssisfanfs. To “sit do do rhjs weuld reduce the stipene, o
that qualified seivice could not be procured. I+ would be less economical

to recruit faculty members to perform this function, und it would deprive

graduate students of valuable teuching and research ex ericnce.,
g ¢

Policy and Program Recommendations for anancial Assisiance

The Resource Group has taken the iiberTy to describe our recommendations
for financial aid programs in this séCTion, rather than in the section on ex-
penditures, because we see it as in%imaTer tied to tuition policy. This
section will contain three po]icy recommendations and two specific program

recommendations.

Policy Recommendations

We recommend that:
& . The imposition or increase of fuition be coupled with adequate
financial assistance so as to improve equity and opportunity,

and such assistance be funded from state General Revenue.
O

[ERJ!:( 3 : - 49 -
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2. To *ruly equalize opportunity, loans not be the principal
component of an aid package; however, some self-help
(work or loan) be a part of every aid package.

3. The award schedules of any program be tapered so that they

do not end abruptly at a $12,000 family income.

While Recommendation .| was made previously, we feel it bears mention
in both sections. Recommendation 2 asserts a belief by nearly all the
members of tthe Group that incurring a large debt to finance one's educa—
tion is detrimental in twc ways. First, it is a discouragement +§ low
income people and, as such, is not a vehicle for equal opporTuhiTy. ‘And
second, existing Yoan programs put the repayment burden in Tthe part of a
person's life when his income is likely to be the lowest and when hejor
she is likeiy to be in the family forma+jon stage. We do feel, however,
that it is wise if all s+udeﬁ+s, through work or a moderate amount of
borrowing, contribute to the financing of their education. While we
formulated no firm program recommendation, most members of the Group feel
that Coniecticut will need to develop some form of income contingent

loan program.

Recommendation 3 represents our desire to avoid a weakness of so
many programs of this sort. Tha+-weakne;s is having the payment brackets
eﬁd too abrupTiy and.failing to recognize the needs of many middle income
students and their families. The enrol Iment at public fnstitutions
should be representative of entire populace and not only of the poor and

the rich.
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Financial Aid Program Recommendatlons.

. It is recommended that a Scholar Incentive Grant Program be
instituted and funded from General Fund revenues, and Thgf all
Connecticut residents attending institutions of higher education

in Connecticut, public or private, be eligible.

Size of Grants. Awards should be tapered into perhaps twelve

brackets but would average the following amounts.

Family Income Grant
$ 0 - 4,999 '$ 950
5,000 - 8,999 | . 600
9,000 - 11,999 450
12,000 - 15,000 250

Cost of Program.

Approximate

Family Income Number of Students x Grant = Cost

$ 0 - 4,999 4,000 $ 950 $ 3,800,000
5,000 - 8,999 4,500 600 2,700,000
9,000 - 11,999 5,5OQ 450 2,475,000
12,000 - 15,000 5,500 250 1,250,000

TOTAL $10,225,000

Examples of Student Aid Packages With Scholar Incentive Grants
Assuming Tuition Alternative E and Attendance at the University
of Connecticut

- 5] -

Student A
Family Income $ 4000 ,
" Average Parental Responsibility = § J
. Average Summer Earning 200
Average Family Responsibility $ 200
Financial Need '
Lower Division $ 2285
, Upper Division 2425
- Graduate 2800
ERIC | |



Available Support

Lower Division  Upper Division  Graduate

Basic Opportunity $ 500 $ 500 $ 500
Grants
Educational Opportunity 800 900 -

Grant/Work Study

National Direct Student 135 175 . 1450
Loan/Connecticut '
Student Loan

Proposed Support

Scholar Incentive 850 850 850
Student B
Family |ncome $ 7500
Average Parental Responsibility § 200
Average Summer Earning 300
Average Family Responsibility $ 500
Financial Need
Lower Division . $ 1985
Upper Division 2125
Graduate 3 2500

Available Support

Lover Division  Upper Division Graduate

Basic Opportunity $ 350 $ 350 _ $ 350
Grant
Educational Opportunity 800 , 900. ' -

Grant/Work Study
~ National Direct Student 335 375 1650

Loan/Connecticut
Student Loan

Proposed Support

- Scholar Incentive 500 _ 500 500

The group discussed its preliminary findings and recommendations with
executive officers of the four public units of higher education in the

state. Each requested that part . - the funds for this program be
o - - 52 -
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administered by the institutions. This could be dons by an allotment of

funds or by fuition remission. The Group agrees that this hsas merit,

and may in fict be required -for effective administration of the program,

but any arrangement should contain the fo!lowing ingredients:

a.

As the name implies, it should be an incenfive To pursue righer
education fcor anyone who desires it and Qho is qualified or
qualifiable.

It should not be restricted to those attending public insfiTuTiohs.
It should be tied to family income and added to existing aid
programs, but in no case should an award or arrangement of awards

be in excess of a student's need.

The existing State Scholarship Program be expanded so as to award
annually a number of scholarships equal to 10% of the number of

high schooll graduates each year.

Cost of the Program

The number of awards would have to increase from 1600 +o
approximately 5000, requiring a 5&dgé+wincrease from 1.3 to 4.5
million dollars. However, depending upon funding of the i972
Amendments, it is possible that half of this increase will be

provided by the federal government.

An independent Student Financial Aid Commission be established
to replace the existing State Scholarship Commission, to coordinate
state efforts with the Student Aid Provisions of the federal

Higher Education Amendments, 1972, and to develop with the
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~institutions: of higher educafion in the state uniform guidelines

for the determination of student financial need.

In conclusion, it shouid be clear that in the minds of the members
these programs are inextricably l|inked to a program of tuition charges,
and that such charges provide more money' into the General Fund than is

required to support Them.

f54‘ (o



11, CAPITAL BUPGETS
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[I1. Capital Budgets

The Resource Group was-not able to develop a section on capita: budgets
similar fo that on operating budgets, as it had intended. The lack of
appfopriaTer categorized capital spending data is the first problem. In
no state office were we able to get capital spending figures for higher
educa+ion. The ConnécTicuT Public Expenaifures Counci| has devoted. consider-
zisi2 efforts to Thé assembling of such information, but their series is only
through 1967. Second, the separation of capital and operating budget
calendars in the state, and the pasic‘unconneéfedness of legislative

2

authorization and actual fund allotment, make this a very different problem

from that of operating budgets. The experience of recent years is il lus-
trative. 1In 1969 the Connecticut General Assembly authorized, for all state
agencies, some $800 million in capital fﬁnds, an amount nearly equal to a

year's total governmental re;enue at that time, only to be foliowed by.én
executive freeze of nearly all capital brojecfs. For higher education
anne,.as of July, 1972,.fﬁere exfsTed moré than $80 million for genéral
obligation bonds authorized bu¥ uUnal located. - )

Capital spending in most cases means buiiding. With the peak of the
recent enrollment boom appearfng to be nearly at hand--and considering
space available at both public and privaTe'insfifuTions-—iT is our assess-
ment that the existing plant is.as extensive as it needs to be for most
programs for several years. There is need, however, for certain kinds of
space, for qualitative improvemégf,;for upgraded faciliTies,-for new
facilities where unsatisfactory leasing arrangements now exist, and for

facilities which will combine operations which are now separate, and thus
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promote economy. For example, replacing an unsatisfactory Community Col lege
lease with capital construction is not 'seen as making the plant more exten-
sive. . |

The Resource Group feels that it would be to the benefit of the general

public, the government, and the higher education commqnify if all.parfs cf
the capital budgefing'process——planning, legislative authorization, project
approval, and actual fund al lotment--be allowed to proceed on a reasonably
continuous basis, with regular review, and not in the "fits and starts"
fashion of recent years. We therefore enthusiastically make the fol lowing
recommendat ions: | |

1. That a time plan be devised and approved in the current year to
al low capital spendiné to proceed on a scheduled, continuous
basis for thossprojects already planned and which the institutions

can justify to be the most essential.

2. That at this time lowest prforify be given to those capi%al
proposals whose principal effect i to make the system of higher
education more extensive, and whose existence must be justified

- primarily on projections of.signiticant, system-wide enro{Jmenfu
increases.

Tables 10 and |l are added for informational purposes..
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1V. Budgetary Procedures and Expenditure Controls

The two Topics:of tnis section's title can be discussed separately for
expository purposés but are intimatsly Tiéd in two ways. First, budge{ary
proﬁedures represeirt one of the constituent units' principal connections
with the state government and the Commission for Higher Education in the
allocaTidn of General Fund appropriations. And second, expenditure controls
should be the means for monitoring the extent to which a unit's spending
reflects the priorities or patterns set forth in the budgeting prucedures.

The Resource Group realized rather quickly that it would not be able to
construct a complete alternative set of aIlocéTion standards and procedures.
Such an effort requ}res extensive research and the coanhuous involvement
of budget of%ice%s of the constituent units, the Commission, and the state
government, However, we will offer findings and recommendations which will
hopeful ly provide the foundation for development of improved procédures and
controls in the currep+ Master Plan and in the subsequent biennial revisions 

of that Plan.

'FPndPngsz‘ e
I, The‘exisTing calendar for prepéringnand‘ngpTing operating budgets is
unsatisfactory in that it thwarts raTher‘Than proﬁoTes responslve, flexible
and efficient institutional decision-making. There are three principal
causes: |
a, The shift from biennial to-annual legislative sessfons‘wifh no
- apparent measures to accelerate budget approvai.

b.. The requirements for repeated and unnecessarily  duplicative

submission of budget requests.

ERIC T 63




c. The lack of preltminary commitment of a portion of §nficipafed
budget dollars to allow institutions to hire qualified faculty
at optimum times of the year.
2.. The current policies of pre-audit controls of institutionai spend: g
by the Department of Finance and Control interfere with educational decisions
and prevent the continuing improvement of management competence at the
insTifuTional level. We see two reasons: | _ ‘ g
a. A different conception by the present state administrati.:. from
previous administrations regarding the traditional role of public
instituticns with boards of trustees vis a vis other state agen-
~cies.
b. The lack of management information indices on which to assess
and evaluate the spending of institutions of higher education.
3. While fhe Commissién for Higher EducaTion uses a formula to distribute
_its budget request among the constituent units (known as the SCHLDE tech-
nique, descfibed briefly below and'in detall in- Appendix D), the currert

gubernatorial requests based solely on percentage increments of the pre-

—— e en oo - - s o~ - —

vious year reduce the formula and its targets to mere ex post indices.

o . WhiWe the SCHLDE formula is a useful tool by which to allocate funds
among various units, and levels within units, the targets are not

sufficiently sensitive to program cost differences..

With regard to Finding 1, our discussions with officers of the four
constituent untts revealed to the Resource Gfoup‘+%a+ there is a distinct
awareness of the need for economy in operation and aygeﬁuine desire to im-
prove the ability of institutions to.respond to +hat need. However, the

current budget preparation calendar fosters uncertainty and frustrates
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efforts of flexibility and optimum resource use. An illustrative case is
that of faculty hiritng.. Connecticut public instiftutions, especially since
the advent of annual séssions of the General Assembly. 3re not able o
parficibafe fully in the academic labor market, which is at its height in
December and January, when they have no commitment of funds until late
spiring or early:summer for the academic year beginning in Sép?ember. An
institution’s gresidenf must then either authorize commitments without
approval or settle for less qualified peéple at later times of the year.
While it is understood that the general Assemgly's Finance and Appropria=-
tions CommiTTee{s reporfé are traditionally made at the end of the session,
a preliminaryvcommifmenf of a portion of anticipated funds could be made _

in the interests of promofing institutional flexibility.

Finding 2 refers to centralized confroi of daily institutional decisions,
such as whether a secretary cén be hired to replace one who suddenly leaves,
whether a staff member can be authorized “o travel to a professional meeting,
or even whether lunch can be provided to participants of an'i55+i+u+ionally

retated meeting. |+ does not suggest that institutions need not be account-

able for pubfic monies, but rather that such accountability should be post-

audit. The principal difficulty with the current centralized controls is fhat

they inhibit institutional flexibility. In the 1960's the growth of budgets
itself provided a certain inherent degree of flexibility, which does not exist
in current stand-still budgets. Yet it is in times of austerity when flex-

ibility is most needed. In the Carnegie Commission's recent publication,

The More Effective Use of Resourcés: An Imperative for Higher Education,

the chapter on budget policy is entitled "Achieving Budgetary Flexibility",
and its key recommendation is: |

The Commission recommends that all institutions of higher
education place emphasis on policies that will ensure
budgetary flexibility..." (p. 103)

...65_



Every specific recommendation of the chapter is built upon flexibility,
We also cite the 1971 report of the Federal Technical Assistance

Program, better known as the "flying feds," Strengthening Management

and Budget runctions in the Connecticut State Government.

"The University of Connecticut should be provided general

budget guidance by the Governor but otherwise should be

accorded administrative flexibility in day-to-day

operations..." :
We support this recommendation and believe it should be expanded to all
units. We also believe that the current development of a management

information system should proéeed as rapidly as possible so as to

improve the chances of mutual understanding of institutional needs.

Findings 3 and 4 involve the meThod‘The Commission for Higher
Education uses in its budget recommendation in order to adjudicate the
claims of competing institutions. The principal unit of that method is
the SCHLDE;STudenT ;onTaCT hour lower division equivalent. This tech-
nique builds.inTO the budget preparation the idea that more faculty
teaching hours are. required to provide a given number -of student contact--
hours as the level éf insTfucTion increases. For exampfe, if one full-
time teacher can offer 300 student contact hours of insTrucTion.per week
at the lower division, it takes 1.667 full-time teachers to do the same .
at the upper division level. The weights are correspondingly higher at
the graduate level. Thus an institution's budget needs depend, among
other things, upon Thé number of students enrolled at each level.

Whilte this concept is still broadly responsible for the distribution
of funds among units, the actual aggregéTe budget recommendations of the
Governor of recent years are purely incremental, based upon a percentage

increase from the previous year, and ignore the Commission's target of
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300 SCHLDE per full-time faculty member. It is estimated that in 1973-74
all units will be operating at over 400 SCHLDE per faculty member.
Additionally, several members of the Resource Group believe that
budgeT recommendations should‘consider not only enrol Iment characfefisfics
of an institution but the cost of programs.af that institution. For
.example, the Community Colleges and Technical Colleges are considered
"lower division" but are fnvolved in occupational programs which are
inherently more costly than most lower-division general education offer-
ings. The SCHDLE technique is fully capable of being adapted for such
use, buT‘aT present does noT‘differenTiafg among programs in the assign-
ment of weights.
The Resource Group offers the following recommendations:
1. That public institutions of higher education be allowed to make
employment commitments, wiThouf"priéf approval for a portion
of the new positions included in the Commission for Higher
Education budget recommeﬁdafions for the subsequent fiscal year
so that they may participate in profeséional‘labor market at ..
optimal times of the year.
2. That the Governor provide broad speﬁding guide}ines o the con-
stituent units of public higher education, to be monitored and
~controlled by the boar&s of trustees and the administrative
offfcers of each unit, and that exisfing-pre—audif controls of
day-to~day institutional decisions by the Department of Finance
and Conffol be discontinued. i |
3. That in order to improve budget planning and account+ability, and

to enhance mufuai understanding of institutional decision making,
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The devélopmenT of a management information system proceed as
rapidly as possible, and that the resources necessary for its
development be provided as an appropriation to the Commission
for Higher Education.

That the procedures and formulas for allocation of funds among
constituent units be modified to include program cost

differences and the need for support personnel.
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V. The Independent Institutions

The Independent colleges and unlversities In Connecticut comprise one
of the state's principal resources and;are major part of lts educaTionaI
hic+ory and tradition. It was only as recent as 1966 that enrollmenT I'n
publ|c lnsT:TuTlons surpassed Tha. in |ndependen+ |ns+|+u+|0ﬁs The meme
bers of the Resource Group belleve that they bring a valuable dimension of
pluralism to the Higher education communlty in CaneCTiuuf and that this
should be preserved.

The early deliberations of the Group on this toplc reflected two
genarally held preconceptions, namely, that enrollment in all sectors
would tncrease unti| 1978-79 and decline slightly thereafter, and that -
there was general excess capacity in the private college sector. This
led to the preliminary development of a posifion ThaT'The'sfaTe‘provide
the necessary funding to enable the indepenuenf colleges to absorb this
peak rather than to expand the capacity ofIThe publuc system, While there
fs little doubt of the validity of such a program, accepting the eremises
of growth and excess capacity, the problem appears to have become somewhaf
academie. First, it seems from all signs that ToTaI enrol Iment may al-

eady have Ieveled off, and second, whlle there are pocuefs of severe en-
“rolIment sholffalls in the private sector, most institutlons aee at capac-
iTy'or‘very near it. In addiTion to thez facT that the temporary enrollj
ment crls?s is ne+ maferializing, there have been two laws passed.ln‘re~
“‘cent sesstons e¥ the General Assembly wh}ch also reduced the need for the

' Resource Group to offer spec!f?c program recommendaTith.

Spectal Ac+ 53, Thls Iegisla+ion is cesrgned to provid financtal assts-
“tance - fo ConnecTicuT lndependenT ihSTfTuTIons based upon The number of full-

a Tlme undergrdduafe Connecflcuf resldenfs They enroll ErghTy percen+ of

‘.m; t R ~;f 71_7 a



+the funds are to be used for student flnanctal assistance whitle 20%
unrestrtcted, The Act was funded In 1972-73 wi+h approxtmately $1.1

millton.

Public Act 140, This legislation authorizes the Commission for Higher

vAEddeaffonlfernTer into contracts with [ndependenfhcoljeges‘Ln.Connecficut
for programs, servlices, and facllities "mutually beneficial to the citi-
zens of the state and the independent colleges." While the act was not
expected o be funded in 1972-73, it is likely that it will be funded in

1973-74,

el

We therefore summarize our findings and recommendation as follows:

Findings:

I'. There is neither significant overal! enrol Iment expansion antici-
péTed, nor widespread excess capacity in the privafe‘seoforAfo
call for major new programs to channel students into indepgﬁéenf
colleges and universities.

2. Special Act 53 and Public Act 140 have the potential to provide
+he funding necer: ar, for public access to the resources of the
rndependenT |ns+|+u+fons, and no-other programs are‘needed at tais

-Trme.{

* Reccemmendation:

| |e recommended Thaf pllot conTracTs under Public Act 140 be funded
and commenced as soon as possible in order To create the knowledge, flex~
|b||[+y, and preparedness needed to uTllIze The resources of’ The Tndepen-
dent lnsTlTuTlons wheneVer +he long run |n+eres+s of state can be beTTer

Q :served‘by so doing.
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APPENDIX A

INTERSTATE COMPARISONS

Fdeally the most meaningful ratios would be fo show both general fund

appropriations and aggregate insTiTuTional‘expendifures»per capite, per

ctudent, and per 31000 of personal income. The purpose of each is sketched

_as fol lous,

Cenordl Fund Appropriation vs Aggregate InSTlruTlonal Spending for
Current Oparations )

While the aggregaTe expenditure figures more clearly resiesent the
actual cost of institutional operation, the appropriation figures show the
extent to which the people of the state through general tax levies bear

the burden of the educational cost.

Per Capita. This is a standard measure fo compare the educaticnal opera-
tion of states of different size with Eegard to the degree fo which the ag-

gregafe doliar support actually serves the populace.

Per FTE Student. This figure is often used as & rough measure of quality

of =ducational program for the students who are enro!led)ubuf makes no in-
dication of what portion of the populaTnon is being served FTE (Full-time
equtvalenf) students are usually counted by add|nc The total number of full-

time sTudenTs plus 40% of the part-time sTudenTs

Per $1000 of Personal Income. Some sTaTes are blessed with prosperity

more than others. This measurement, especially when it refers to general
eppropfiafions, is an |nd1ca+or of ?ax ei ort based upon abtllTy to pay.

It is usually lower for states with a considereble number of independent

~ institutions.

Whilelfhere'is fairly complete data on expenditures, information re-

garding the sources of revenue, ~- the largest being governmental ‘general
, ‘ { ‘ _ . -

.

R T



appropriations, -- have many severe |imitations. The most complete data

can be found in Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education,

published by the Office of Education of +he DeéarTmenT'of Health, Educa-
.tion and Welfaré, but it is oftern 1e« . od to be useful. At the writing
of tiis report the most recent was for theyear 1967-68. An often ¢itéd
yearlv summary of sTd1e government appropiiations for hlgher educa+|0n

is that of Chambers in the publicaflon Grapevine. These figures have

decided l|imitations when used for comparative purposes.

The important |imitations are:

. They do not include the support of Io;al governments for higher
education. Such support exists in more than half of the states
and is' a méjor part of The support in seQeraf.

2. They include costly approprnaTnons for such things as education-
ally a{flllafed hospitals and agricultural extension programs in
some states and not others.

3. They do not account for differences in the collection of TuiTion.
In some sTaTés tuition is kept by the collecting insTiTQTion-énd
this is not appropriated. while in others (Connecticut being one)
the tuition is paid Toi+he general fund of iie state governmeiit,
thus making the official appropriation higher than the net éTaTe
conTribuTionn |

To the knowledoe of the Resource Group members éﬁd other people coﬁu

v’

suITed, There does noT exnsT a current set of data without These limitations.

The maklng of acc “ATe sTdTe by ~state comzarisons will probably have To ‘

await speedler productiom of the pre: eninty cited reporTs of the Office of

Educa+ion of . the Depar%m&nf of HealTh,‘EducaTion, and Welfare.
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We have, however, reproduced in Tables A-l, A-2Z, and A-3 date appearing

in recent issues of two respectec and widely-read publications, The Chronicle

of Highe.” Education and The Journal of Higher Education. While, again,

precis!oh is not tfo be gained from these tables, some genera! directions
aFé'sugéesfedl' .

Regardless of whether Connecticut's rank is reaily 35 or 45, or whether
we spend more or less than a particular state, iT‘seems a fair conclusion
a distinct majority of states spend more on public higher education than
does Connecticut, whatever index is uséd.-

‘The governmental spending level for public higher education or any
other state service in Connecticut has never been, ndr do we recominend Thafl
it ever be, cne of exfravagance. We respect a Tradi?ion of frugaiity. We
also recognize that the long history of private higher eduéafion in the
state has and will continue to temper Thé need for public facilities.
However, we assert ThaT.Thére is rocom fcr improvement relative o other
states, and that such improvement would only be in the best interests of

our future with no dam. $2 to our tradition.
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ERIC

EXPENDITURES FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS OF STATE’AND LOCAL PUBLIC

INSTITUTIONS

U. S. Average

Alabama

" Afaska”

IText Provided by ERIC

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawai i

| daho
[l1linois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire -

New .ersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode lsland-
South Carolina

- South Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

“"Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington

‘West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

indatRlal

TAB

BLE A~

OF HIGHER EDUCATIOM PER CAPITA, PER PERSON OF COLLEGE AGE,
AND PER 31,000 PERGOHAL [MCOME FISCAL 1970%
Per Person of Per $1000 of

Total Per Capita Coillege Age Personal |ncome

(000's) - Amount  Rank Amount  Rank  Amount  Rank
$3,605, 378 $42.5] $364.82 $11.62

134,403 36.03 3 335.73 30 14,74 20

24,572 0 BVUEG v 30 539,84 TO 19.53 07
120, 159 67.81 9 568.18 6 21.05 7
57,434 29.87 45 271.80 44 [1.57 32
1,125,430 £1.40 [6 459,95 |7 13.49 24
163,399 74.04 7 559,27 7 21.59 5
76,279 25.16 47 233.75 47 5.53 48
28,435 51.89 18 448.52 [9 12.82 28
240,978 35.50 39 337.04 29 [0.76 38
160,453 34.96 40 272.8| 42 I-].26 36
67,484 87.64 2 617.83 5 22,465 4
28,004 39.28 29 348.04 27 [5.2¢ 27
483,06 43.46 24 392.95 23 [0.20 49
286,026 55.07 [7 471.00 - I5 15.16 9
136,279 48.24 20 441.06 20 3.8l 22
127,635 56.75 [5 465,38 € [5.76 16
33,590 41,50 26 340.74 28 14.52 21
124,824 34,26 42 281.15 4| [1.99 3]
34,352 34.56 4) 310.81 37 I1.50 33
148,419 37.84 33 323.37 36 " 9.68 44
113,586 19.97 49 169.27 50 5.00 50
541,275 60.99 2 524.72 | 15.46 |7
215,962 56.76 [4 498,32 |4 16.06 |15
86,852 39.18 30 331.G7 31 16.59 |4
172,501 36.88 36 330.52 32 10.72 39
33,008 47.56 2] 430.50 21 £5.20 |8
65,009 43.8| 23 380.64 24 [2.43 29
22,307 45.62° 22 419.57 22 10.8 37
30,55 41.40 27 355.86 25 [2.27 30
174,957 24.4| 48 240.17 46 5.77 47
82,258 80.96 4 683.56 I 28.57 2
646,563 35.54 38 326.67 33 7.95 46
202,287 = 39.81" 28 298.68 39 13.46 25
36,599 59.22 13 500.82 13 [9.76 8
395,010 37.08 35 325.12 35 9.84 43
106,874 41.76 25 354,88 26 13.66 23
132,507 63.37 10 556.74 8 18.25 I
233,666 9.8 50 [85.86 49 5.4 49
36,459 38,38 32 294.47 40 10,37 40
72,05 27.82 46 205.01 48 [0.27 4]
34,169 5.3 19 454.90 18 17.13 13
128,130 32.65 43 272.46 43 I1.45 34
416,626 37.21 34 301.81 38 I1.43 . 35
94,41 89.15 | 659.46 3 ~ 30.14 |
28,117 -63.18 [ 512.57 12 19.72 9
148,00 32.06 44 242.30 45 9.65 45
235,844 69.18 8 556.47 9 18.0] i2
63,323 36. 3| 37 325.29 34 13.37 26
329,267 74.53 3 653.05 4 21.41 6
6 24,963 75.19 5 678.23 2 23,26 - 3
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EXAPENUITURES FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS OF STATE AND LORAL PUBLIC
INSTIT TIONS OF RIGHER EDUCATION PER FULL-TIME
EQUIVALFENT STUDENT, FISCAL YEri |970%

Stare Only state and Local Combined
: FTE Students Amount Rank Amount Rank
U. S. Averaaqe 4,535,669 31,605 51,897
Alaska - 3,832 6.412 | 6,412 !
Vermont [0, 152 2,170 2 2,770 2
Indiana 106,256 2,680 3 J,09 3
. New Me;u co. ... "3 | ,332 B 2) 029 . - 4. CLDLORY e
Hawa i 26,044 2,59] 5 S, i)l
Wisconsin 132,504 2,036 Lo 2, 4h 6
New Hampshire 12,673 2,41 &) 2,411 7
Nevada 9,314 2,395 7 7, 345 8
Utah 40,877 2,310 8 2,310 9
lowa 59,830 2,15] [ 2,278 10
New York 286,016 1,336 45 2,7b| I
Khode Island (6,164 2,256 9 : 2, 25 [2
Michigan 242,009 |,928 18 ~,737 |3
[llinois 216,400 |, 704 26 2,232 | 4
Wyoming 11,502 1,851 - 2| 2,170 15
North Carollna 93,583 |, 809 23 2,16l 16
Maine ' 15,953 2,153 0 T 2,153 |7
Delaware 13,493 2,107 |2 2,107 |8
" New Jersey 83,358 [,82] 22 2,099 9
Washington 112,377 2,099 I3 2,063 20
Georgia 76,658 2,062 14 2,093 21
Kentucky 63,858 [,719 25 2,092 22
Minnesota 104,689 2,052 15 2,063 23
Colorado 80,233 1,897 . 20 2,037 24
South Carolina 36,175 |,993 17 [,993 . 25
Alabama 70,434 [,908 9 |,908 B )
Ohio 210,513 |, 544 30 l,876 7
Maryland 81,148 1,517 34 I, 829 . 28
Oregon 73,167 1,619 29 1,811 29
Virginia 83,377 |,787 24 |,787 30
Kansas ‘ . 72,364 |,541 3| |,764 3]
Arizona = 68,728 i,428 ~ 40 |,748 32
Florida 138,259 l,253 47 |,743 33
Missouri 100,529 |,477 37 [,716 34
Tennessee 76,494 |,675 27 |,675 35
California 4 677,533 I, 131 50 . 1,661 36
South Dakota 20,824 |,64] 28 1,641 37
Mississippi 54,074 172 49 |,606 38
Nebi~aska 41,242 1,531 32 l,576 39
Texas . . 270,896 1,363 42 1,538 40
connecticut 50,071 1,523 - 33 . [,523 41
‘West Virginia 41,949 1,510 35 1,509 - 42
Louisiana 82,782 - I,480 36 1,508 43
Arkansas 39, 111 ’ |, 468 338 1,468 44
Massachusetts 77,573 1,451 39 |,464 45
Idaho 16,440 |,353 43 |,44] 46
North Dakota 26,116 1,348 44 l,40] 47
Montana 23,667 l,326 46 |,395 48
Oklahoma 76,813 - I, 389 4| [,391] - 49

Pennsylvania 173,283 |,235 48 1,348 50




*Source: Edric A. Wela, Jr., Expenditures for Public Institutions of

Higher Education, 1969~70, Jowrnal of Higher Education,
Volume XLIIIl, No. 6, Jure, 1972.




TABIE £3

STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR OPERAT ING EXPENSES
OF PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
PER CAPITA i%71-72%

Approp Approp Approp.
per per per:
Capita Rank Capita Rank Capita Rank
Alabama...... $30.87 4] Louisiana..... $33.45 23 Ohioceeuervenn.. $27.30 46
Afaska ....... 63.47 2 Maine......... 30.99 40 Oklahoma....... 30.80 A2
Arlzona...... 53.61 5 | Maryland...... 36.05 31 | Oregon......... 47.77 8
Arkansas.. ... 26.96 47 | Massachusetts. 22.72 49 Pennsylvania... 29.29 44
California... 42.93 16 | Michigan...... 42.25 15 | Rhode Island... 52.88 38
Colorado. . ... 50.65 Minnesota. .... 42.45 17 | So. Carolina... 29.4] 43
Connecticut.. 36.43 30 | Mississippi... 33.13 25 | South Dakofa.}.'sz,gb 37
Delaware..... 41.83 2| Missouri...... 3].65 39 Tennessee. ..... 28.75 45
Florida...... 35.65 32 Montana....... 43,58 15 ] Texas.......... 37.05 29
AGeorgia ...... 35.51 33 Nebraska...... 34.65 34 Utah.........., 46.05 10
Hawali....... 81.12 i Nevada........ 37.51 27 Vermont........ 34,62 35
ldaho. . .. ... 46.93 9 | New Hampshire. 17.06 50| Virginia....... 33.80 36
|11inois..... 42.18 19 | New Jersey  25.50 48 | Washington..... 56.28 3
Indiana...... 38.22 24 | New Mexico.... 44.73 || | West #irginia.. 30.61 22
lowa..oeeos.. 42.05. 20 New York...... 43.76 14 Wisconsin...... 50.59 7
Kansas. . ... .. 37.94 26 | No. Carolina.. 44.29 12 Wyoming. ....... 54.3 4
Kentucky. . ... 37.21 23 | North Dakota.. 44.12 13 TOTAL $37.85 --

The table above shows how much of its tax funds each state is spending, per capita,
for the operating expenses of higher education in 1971-72. The information was
compiled by The Chronicle from figures supplied by M. M. Chambers of Illinois

State Umiversity and from the U. S. Bureau of the Census's estimate of civilian
population as of JUly™I;™1972. ' :

O *Chronicle of Higher Education, Janhuary 3,

1972.
-8l -




APPENDIX B
Estimated Addition of the University of Connecticut Health

Center and the Commission for Higher Education Budgets to
Projections of Table 2

ded as submitted

(&N

- f;.>HeéI%h?Ceﬁfef.ﬁ Tﬁe esTimaTéd spending data are a
by Health Center authorities in January, 1973,

2. Commissior jor Higher Education. The estimated spending data are
computed as 4% of the total of the four units and the Heslth Center.

Low Estinate Four Units * Health Center CHE Total
1973-74 $ 96,590,658 18,488,000 4,603,146  119,681,8C4
1974-75 101,666,947 19,358,425 4,841,015 125,806,457
1975-76 106,545,410 1,929,395 5,018,992 170,493,797
1976-77 111,869,337 19,957,285 5,273,065 137,099,687
1977-78 117,528,961 20,986,355 5,540,613 144,055,929
1978-79 123,612,372 22,069,215 5,827,263 151,508,850
High Estimate Four Units Health Center CHE Total
1973-74 $ 96,5 .,655 18,488,000 4,603,146 119,681,804
1974-75 104,952,150 16,358,425 4,972,423 129,282,999
1975-76 115,017,104 18,829,397 5,357,860 140,304,359
1976-77 127,057,739 19,957,285 5,880,601 152,895,625
1977-78 138,416,628 20,986,355 6,376,119 165,779,102
1978-79 152,177,964 22,069,215 6,969,887 181,217,066

¥ From Table 1, pp

s



APPENDIX C

Computation of Instructional Cost per FTE Student

- J‘"

For those Tuifion proposals based upon the state general fund cost
per student for instruction {T is necessary ‘o compute that cost for
each constituent unit and at each level (lower division, upper division,
graduate). This involves two steps:

 First, it is necessary fo exclude froﬁ the total appropriation
that which is not for instruction. To do this for the University, for
exahple, ori¢ must deduct those amounts specifically appropriated for
orgaﬂized research, public service, and a proportionate amount of that
for the library, the operation and maihTenaﬁce of the physical plant,
and general administration. Also deducted }s the University contri-
bution for tinancial zid. |

Second, this adjusted budget is divided by FTE students in the

Siate Technical Colleges and Community Colleges, and apportioned to

levels by the SCHLDE technique at the State Colleges and the UniversiTy.

\

\

\‘.



The University of Connecticut

SCH  SCHLDE
Appropriation $43,450,861 LD 148,810 148,810
Less Non-instructional ub 115,518 192,569

Expenditures 8,220,443

Total Instructional Cust 35,230,418
Tot 309,601 516,444

Cost per SCHLDE = $35,230,418 =+ 516,444 = $68.21
: (5)
(1) (2) (3) (4) Instr. Cost/FTE
SCHLDE  Cost/SCHLDE (i) x (2)  FTE Enr. (3) + (4)
LD 148,810  § 68.2)  $10,150,330 7,900 $1,285
up 192,569 68. 2] 13,135,131 7,595 . 1,729
G 175,065 68.2) . 11,941,184 3,910 3,054

The STéTe'Colleges

SCH  SCHLDE
Appropriation " $29,203,220 Lo 181,710 181,710
Less Non-instructional | Uo 151,806 253,061

Expenditures 614,763
' G 9,405 31,347

Total Instructional Cost 28,583,457
Tot 342,921 466,118

Cost Per SCHLDE = $28,588,457 =+ 466,118 = $61.33
| " \ - (5)
(D (2) (3) . ~ {4) < Instr. Cost/FTE
SCHLDE  Cost/SCHLDE = (1) x (2)  FTE Enr. (3) + (4)
L 181,716 $ 61.33  $11,144,274 9,827 - $1,134
UD 253,061 61.33 15,520,231 9,701 1,599
G - 31,347 61.33 - 1,922,512 627 3,066
&
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The State Technical Col leges

Appropriation $4,453,158
Less Non-instructional
Expenditures 713,582
Total Instructional Cost 3,739,576
instructional Cost per FTE = $3,739,576 =+ 2,500 = $1,49

The Regional Community Colieges

The appropriation to the Regional Community Colleges includes lease
costs as explained in section |.B. of this report. This must be
excluded in the computation of instructional cost. The method was fo
multiply the 1972-73 cost per student excluding lease costs (as
listed in the CHE budget document) *imes.the number of FTE students.
From that, non-instructional expenditures were subtracted.

Appropriation Minus Lease Costs  $15,173,760

Less Non-instructional
Expenditures 683,480

Total Instructional Cost 14,490,292

Instructional Cost per-FTE $14,490,292 + 15,806 = $917
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APPENDIX D

The SCHLDE Technique
THE WEIGHTING SYSTEM USED FOR COMPUTING REQUIREMZNTS FOR FACULTY POSITIOHS

in 1§67 +he Connecticut Commission for Highef Education inTroduéed
a system of weighting student contact hours by level o% instruction, in
order to relate raquirements for faculty poéifions more precisely to the
varying missions of different constituent institutions than would be
possible using simple‘enrollmenf counts. The weighting system takes
lower division (freshméh—sophomore) instruction as the basis of calcula-
Tioh, énd then converTé‘upper division fjunior—senior), terminal Master's,
and mixed Master's andybbeforal work student contact hours (SCH) inte
sTudénT—conTacT-hour-IoWér—division equivalents.

The precise derivation of the weights, in the form authorized by
The Commissiorn, i; showﬁ in'the attached table. This table assumes that
The.averagg‘lowen division class will have 25 students, and that a full-
time teaching load at This'level will involve 12 teacher contact hours
per week. The number of student contact hours defining a fuIIZTImé“
teaching load at this level wiil Thus‘be 25 x 12, or 300.

Progressively smaller sized classes and teaching loads are assumed
for the more complex and specialized work at the higher levels of
insTrucTion,\produéing the SCH per instructor fofveach level shoyn in
column 3. Each of The figures in éolumn 3 s Then-divided‘inig 500, THe
fower division standard, in order Td determine how many faculty would bel
requiréd at each of these higher levels, to teach 300 student contact

hours per week. The ﬁesuITing‘weighTs‘are shOWn‘Tn column 4.
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The institution then determines its faculty requirements by count-
ing or estimating the total number of student contact hours a{ each
level, and multiplying the number at each level by the appropfiafe
weighting factor from column 4, adding‘The.;esulfing student-contact-
hour-lower-division-equivalents (SCHLDE), and dividing the sum by 300,
or by whatever sfandaré is set.

In the budgeting process, Connecticut institutions have, in the
past, used fhe target of 300 SCHLDE per position as the uniform
budgetary qoal. This target has then been adjusted by the Budget
Division to a level considerea more nearly consistent with budgeting
realities. In the Fall of 1970, for instance, the University of Connec-
ticut actually experienced 353 SCHLDE per authorized faculty position.

In fthe absence of new positions for the Fall of 1971, and given
expected enrolIments, the ra%io for 1971-72 is expected to be about
371 SCHLDE per authorized position.

If 'no new posiTidns are éranfed for 1972-73, and enrollments con-
finte to rise as expected, the ratio will rise to about 393 SCHLDE per
position, indicating an 11.3 percent decline In standards in terms of
c1é§s size and teaching loads over the two years.

I+ must bevundersTood that the sTandard ratios apply‘To the entire
institution at the highest level of aggregation. They will, and
indeed, should, vary among individual programs, depending on such factors
as the pedagogical problems of the discipline, and demand for individual
courses. S | - B |

The SCHLDE concept has proved extraordinarily useful in providing

indices of shifting quality standards. .In the budget review process its
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great advanfage is its extreme sensitivity to differences among institu-
Tions in enrollment mix among levels of instruction, and to changes in

enrol ment mix within a given Institution.

Table 1. Weighting system used by Connecticut Commission for Higher
Education to assess requirements for teaching faculty in
constituent institutions.

Class hours SCHLDE/SCH =
Level of Students per faculty 'SCH per Instructors
instruction per class x member = instructor (FTTE) per

involved (SCH/TCH) (TCH/FTTE) (SCH/FTTE) 300 SCH a/
(1 (2) (5) (4)

Regular Courses

Lower Division 25 x 12 = 300 1
Upper Division 20 X 9 = 180 1.667
Terminal master's and

first professional 15 X: & = 90 5.333
Master's and Doctorate

combined ' 12.5 X 6 = 75 4
Doctorate only 10 X 6 = 60 5

- Independent study (undergraduate and graduate)
25 enroillments x 3 assumed contact hour eguiva-
lents = 75 (simulated) . 4
Thesis and dissertation supervision

25 enrollments x 3 assumed contact hour equiva-
lents = 75 (simulated) , _ 4

a/ Weighting factor for differentiating among levels of instruction.
SCHLDE is a student contact hour lower division equivalent. It shows
the number of instructors reqU|red per 300 SCH at each Ievel of
instruction.
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SPECIFIC QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

What are the projected educational costs for five years, assuming
no change in the delivery system?

Assuming that each unit (axcluding the Health Center of the Univer-
sity) requires -the same per FTE student support in dollars of
constant purchasing power (i.e. building in 4 percent inflation per
year) the low and high estimates of future general fund spend«ng are
listed below.

Low Estimate High Estimate

$ 96,590,658 $ 96,590,658

101,666,947 104,952,150
106,545,410 115,017,104
111,869,337 127,057,739
117,528,961 138,416,628
123,612,372 152,177,964

If 8 collective bargaining agréemenT were to cause the personnel
services portion of the units' budgets fo increase at, say, 5.5
percent per year, the estimates wouid increase as follows:

Low Estimate High Estimate

$ 97,882,190

$ 97,822,190

104,518,700 106,290,280
111,435,830 120,296,380
119,381,360 135,589,660
127,219,220 149,829,080
136,115,760 167,570,760

What are the major potentials for cost reducfionf

The major potentials for reducing unit costs are degree options which
reduce th: required amount of formalized and supervised learning, and
measures which reduce or avoid statewide or regicnal program dupli-
~cation, course proliferation, and other arrangements which cause

smal classes where they are not required pedagogically.

Such steps are not simple, hdwever, and require full assessmenf of
effects upon program qualiTy and objecfives

What should be the propor¥ion of operating cosTs (tuitions, fees and
room and board) borne by: 1. State, 2. Federal, 3. SfudenT/
Family, 4. Other?

WhaT would be the effects of apportioning costs of hnghc :duc..c1on
on ability of sTudenTs to pay? ‘
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The Resource Group did not crea+e a schedule of percentages by which
costs should be allocated. Rather we respond with the foIIOW|nq
po;lfions.

The State should assume a substantially greater portion of
~the cost of student aid in the form of scholar incentive
grants. '

The students' contribution should depend upon the level of
program he is pursuing and his ability to pay. That is,
tuition should be lowest in the lower division and highest
at the araduate level, and scholar incentive grants should
vary inversely with yearly family income.

The provisions of the Federal Higher Education Ammendments
of 1972 have the potential of increasing the Federal share
of institutional and student expenses, but funding is not
expected in the next few years.

- The effect of increasing student financial assistance and awardfng
it on basis of ability To pay will be to make the public institutions
more representative of the population.

What ‘are cost bérriers to higher educational opportunity?

Full-time attendance at a Connecticut public institution involves
considerable planning and sacrifice for the average Connecticut
student and his family. Yearly out-of-pocket costs range from
$1,600 at a community college to more than $2,500 at the University.
In a sample of twenty-one states Connecticut ranked as the fourth
most expensive for tuition and required fees at the University and
State College level. Without adequate student financial assistance
in the form of grants, the current (or higher) costs will exclude
from our institutions low income people, especially those without

a family tradition of higher education.

For what programs/services/facilities should the state contract with
independent cclleges?

Public Act IAO,thch provides for contracting with the independent’
institutions, is not restricted to any list or.categorization of
services and the Resource Group does not believe it should be.

The Resource Group believes that Public Act 140 should be funded as
soon as possible so *that the Commission for Higher Education may .be

prepared to contract with the independent |ns+|+u+|ons as the needs
of the state dictates.

VWihat are potential implications of collective bargaining?
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The principal potential implication is, of course, increased operat-
ing budget needs, but there are reasons'To believe that this will
not be realized,at least in the coming few years.

First, while many people expect that a collective bargaining agree-
ment will soon be reached, it is far from certain. Second, it is
not clear what the bargaining units or agents will be. And, third
the current buyers' market for professional educational labor wili
tend to temper salary agreements.

The response to quesfjbn "a", above, shows the effect of a 5.5 per-
cent yearly increase in salaries at the public institutions.
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